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ABSTRACT
THE RELATIONSHIPS AMONG COLLECTIVE EFFICACY FACTORS
AND ACHIEVEMENT IN ILLINOIS HIGH SCHOOLS
Matthew E. Haug, Ed.D.
Department of Leadership, Educational Foundations and Psychology
Northern Illinois University, 2017
Dr. Teresa Wasonga, Director

The purpose of this study was to examine the relationships among collective efficacy
factors, as measured by the Illinois 5Essentials Survey, and college readiness scores, as reported
by ACT, for high schools in the state of Illinois. From the student achievement mandates that all
students meet academic standards to the reports of less than half of Illinois students meet the
ACT college readiness benchmarks, the challenge for high school leadership teams to improve
upon the collective efficacy of their schools (and therefore the structures leading to improvement
in student achievement) is critical.
This study used 2015 Illinois 5Essentials Survey data and 2015 American College
Testing (ACT) data gathered from the Illinois School Report Card to examine these
relationships. This data was then analyzed using statistical methods. The data analysis
determined that while correlational relationships do exist among the variables and that collective
efficacy factors do have predictive qualities for student achievement, the strengths of those
relationships are, at best, weak. Therefore, additional research into the use of the Illinois
5Essentials Survey is warranted as high schools use this tool to fulfill the learning environment
mandates of the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA).
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY
Background / Rationale

The American public education system has long been trusted to improve the lives of
individuals and to help them, among other things, to rise to political, economic and social
success (Bennett, 1988). While the goal has remained the same over time (Kober, 2007; Willis,
1977), the way in which we have structured and used our system of education has changed as the
needs of our citizenry have changed. Whether the focus has been on a practical education or a
liberal education, the level of education has been based upon the perceived needs by our societal
and governmental leaders. For example, “[i]n the 21st century, at least some postsecondary
education will be necessary for economic success – even survival – in an economy where the
exchange of information dominates the world of work” (ACT, 2004). For this reason, today our
governmental leaders “…are calling for a national commitment for every American to attain at
least one year of postsecondary education” (Wolniak & Engberg, 2010). In other words, it can
no longer be assumed that a high school education is good enough to attain success.
It is essential that the quality of education that students receive in their high school years
lays an effective foundation for future success. Schools must use rigorous instructional practices
that focus on “…content knowledge and core academic skills…” (Roderick, Nagaoka & Coca,
2009, p. 202). In a study published by American College Testing (ACT) it was shown that
access to rigorous coursework, delivered by flexible and responsive teachers, proved to be a key
resource for student success (ACT, 2004).
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However, high school teachers do not operate in a vacuum as isolated learning
contractors, especially when the measure of student achievement is brought to bear. Teachers
work in schools, that are social organizations built upon a sense of collective efficacy, which
Bandura defined as “…an organizational property and group-level attribute that represents
teachers’ collective beliefs about their collective power to execute a course of action that will
result in a positive impact on students…” (in Evans, 2009, p. 65). If teachers engage in actions
that result in demonstrated improvement gains for the organization, this experience will feed
future experiences and strengthen the collective organization as a whole. This is organizational
intentionality. It is the human agency of those teachers, working as a collective, that builds the
sense of efficacy for the organization (Goddard, Hoy & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2000). Bandura (1993)
has argued that the most critical component affecting student achievement in a school is the
collective efficacy of its teachers.
The perception that the collective can have a positive impact on student achievement is
strengthened through the academic press, or “…quest for academic excellence…” (Hoy,
Sweetland & Smith, 2002). This idea of academic press becomes a normative process for
schools such that a faculty’s beliefs that a certain level of educational quality will bring forward
a level of student performance. The concept of reciprocal causality creates a cycle in which high
levels of academic press result in high levels of student performance, which then cycle back to
reinforce the importance of high levels of academic press (Hoy, Sweetland & Smith, 2002). In
other words, when a school’s faculty believe that their function is to provide a high-quality and
rigorous experience to students, then they take the steps to do this and see the results of student
achievement, then they will continue to press for high standards to see the positive results of
achievement. To the extent this cycle continues, continued positive impact will be observed and
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will influence decisions, effort and persistence levels of teachers and administrators (Evans,
2009).
But schools, especially high schools, are complex public organizations that are subject to
measures of organizational effectiveness to ensure that their resources are used efficiently and
effectively in the education of all children. Indeed, the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001
(NCLB) amended and reauthorized the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965
specifically to “…close the achievement gap with accountability, flexibility, and choice, so that
no child is left behind.” (NCLB, 2015). With this mandate, the federal government required that
schools put programs into place so that all children, regardless of race, ethnicity, disability,
socio-economic status or geographical location, would have even opportunities for success in
school.
Complicating these efforts for schools are what Evans (2009) describes as “social
ideologies about race, class, and educational achievement…[that]…propagate the notion that
white students will generally outperform black and Hispanic students, and that wealthier students
will outperform poor students on achievement and performance indicators” (p. 65). These
beliefs influence a wide range of policies that affect schools and their communities and shape the
work of school reform efforts to meet accountability mandates such as the No Child Left Behind
Act of 2001 (Evans, 2009). Indeed, citing the National Longitudinal Survey of Freshmen of
1988, Roderick, Nagaoka and Coca (2009) found that non-White ethnic groups and lower socioeconomic status (SES) students required more remedial coursework to be successful beginning
college than did their White, higher SES counterparts. The extent to which a purposeful
collection of high school teachers, working in a school and facing these ideological notions, can
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perceive that they have the ability to execute reform plans to help their students achieve college
readiness is both a result and driving force for the efficacy of that organization.
Responding to the complexity of school reforms where student achievement scores are
the key output of a school system, the Illinois State Board of Education holds schools
accountable to publish school report cards which, in addition to providing student achievement
data, must also “…provide feedback from, at a minimum, students in grades 6 through 12 and
teachers on the instructional environment within a school…” (105 ILCS 5/2-3.153). Schools
have choice in how they meet this requirement of soliciting and reporting feedback from students
and teachers. One of the choices that schools may use to report on learning conditions is the
Illinois 5Essentials Survey, which is based on research conducted over 20 years by the
University of Chicago Consortium on Chicago School Research. The five components identified
as being critical to school success are: Effective Leaders, Collaborative Teachers, Involved
Families, Supportive Environment and Ambitious Instruction. Through feedback given by
students and teachers in each of these areas, a “…comprehensive picture of the school
environment…” is developed. (UChicago Impact, 2015, ¶ 1-2).
In the foundational research leading to the development of the 5Essentials, Bryk et al.
(2010) discuss the concept of collective efficacy as it relates to being a measure of the “…shared
values and social cohesion of a community in responding to local problems that may arise” (p.
192). In other words, the focus is on the bonding of social capital that a neighborhood has in
response to problems that the neighborhood may face. However, if we consider the high school
as a system that combines individuals within sets of values and norms, then it is appropriate to
consider a high school to be a community. Further, gathering the perceptions of students and
teachers to reflect on the high school’s ability and capacity to respond to issues that arise when
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educating students makes the Illinois 5Essentials Survey an appropriate tool to measure the
collective efficacy of that high school community. Using this information, high schools are able
to make operational decisions for organizational improvements that ultimately support student
achievement.
Therefore, as high schools in the state of Illinois continue with their primary mission of
providing students with high-quality educational experiences that positively impact student
achievement and build a foundation for college readiness, it is critical that the role of collective
efficacy, as measured by the Illinois 5Essentials, be studied to understand its impact on student
achievement.
Framework for the Study

Organizations operate as a system comprised of inputs, throughputs and outputs, which
are influenced by the internal and external environments of the organization (Katz & Kahn,
1978). Inputs can be defined as those elements introduced into the organization that are integral
to the purpose and functioning of that organization. They provide the energy that drives the
organization to function. Throughputs are those processes which are at the heart of the
organization. These processes take the energy of the input and convert it to a final product.
Outputs are those items identified by the organization as a final product resulting from
purposeful processes that the organization engages in. This converted product is then released
into the organization’s environment to either be absorbed as additional input energy or to come
into conflict with the environment. These environments exist within the organization (internal
environments) and outside of the organization (external environments) (Katz & Kahn, 1978).
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Schools are no different. They are organizations with inputs, throughputs and outputs.
Their energy inputs represent the teachers, students, budgets and resources that come to the
schools. The throughputs are the processes that are used within the organization to engage and
educate the students in a manner aligned to the school’s and the district’s goals. The outputs
represent the learning outcomes that students are able to achieve after experiencing the
educational processes of the school. All of this takes place within the internal environment of
the school, influencing and impacting immediately those procedures that students and teachers
experience on a daily basis. Additionally, there is an external environment that influences the
system of the school as it works to meet the organization’s expectations of student achievement
that are set.
When examining the culture and climate of a school, with its complexity of parts, it is
advantageous to do so from a systemic perspective. Over a 20-year time frame, researchers at
the University of Chicago Consortium on Chicago School Research have identified five essential
supports needed in schools to “…enhance students’ engagement with school and improve their
learning outcomes” (Bryk et al., 2010, p. 46). The essential supports have evolved over time and
are now known as the 5Essentials with the following descriptors:
Effective Leaders: The principal works with teachers to implement a clear and
strategic vision for school success.
Collaborative Teachers: The staff is committed to the school, receives strong
professional development, and works together to improve the school.
Involved Families: The entire school staff builds strong relationships with
families and communities to support learning.
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Supportive Environment: The school is safe and orderly. Teachers have high
expectations for students and support students to realize their goals. Classmates
also support one another.
Ambitious Instruction: Classes are academically demanding and engage students
by emphasizing the application of knowledge.
(UChicago Impact, 2015, ¶ 1).
Strictly speaking from the design of the original framework, Effective Leaders
would be viewed as an input to the system, establishing that strategic vision which drives
the processes in school (Collaborative Teachers, Involved Families, Supportive
Environment and Ambitious Instruction) to produce an effective environment for students
to achieve academic success (output). Indeed, research has connected effective
leadership to student achievement gains (Calik, Sezgin, Kavgaci & Kilinc, 2012).
However, Ross and Gray (2006) showed leadership to have an indirect influence on
student achievement by contributing to higher teacher collective efficacy and
commitment to the school’s mission.
Using the model suggested by Bryk et al. (2010), with updates to the five essential
support labels to align with current usage of the 5Essentials Survey, a systems model can be
constructed which identifies the role of Effective Leadership as the input driving change in the
system. Within the school, the essential supports of Collaborative Teachers, Supportive
Environment, and Involved Families interact with each other and the classroom, in a
reciprocating fashion, in response to leadership vision. The essential support of Ambitious
Instruction interacts solely with the classroom and independently of direct influence of other
supports. Finally, the system puts out student outcomes reflected in enhanced engagement and
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expanded academic learning of students (Bryk et al., 2010, p. 69). For the purposes of this study,
the output of student outcomes is identified as student achievement.
The system depicted in Figure 1 represents collective efficacy, an organizational view of
the work done by school community individuals within a school system to achieve the goal of
improved student achievement. To effectively measure the perceived capacity of a social
organization to achieve its goals, we must first recognize that those individuals hold selfperceptions that inform and influence one another as they interact within the organization.
Bandura (1977) identifies that there are psychological aspects that impact an individual’s selfefficacy, or their perceived ability to achieve a particular goal. The level of self-efficacy that a
person has in turn determines their ability to develop and use coping mechanisms when
experiencing obstacles or adverse situations. The greater the level of self-efficacy that a person
has, the better the ability to cope with situations. Bandura’s model identifies four experiential
sources that impact personal efficacy: performance accomplishments, vicarious experience,
verbal persuasion and emotional arousal.
Professional Capacity
Collaborative Teachers

Classroom
Black Box

School Learning Climate
Supportive Environment

Leadership
Effective
Leadership

Parent-School-Community Ties
Involved Families

Student Outcomes
• Engagement
• Academic Learning
Student Achievement

Instructional Guidance
Ambitious Instruction

Figure 1. Essential supports for school reform. 5Essentials labels and Student Achievement in
italics. (Bryk et al., 2010, p. 69).
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Performance accomplishments are, by far, the most powerful informants of efficacy
expectations, as identified by Bandura. Simply put, the more success one experiences, the
greater the self-efficacy expectation and the lower the negative impact that failures have on the
person. In fact, when an individual masters enough challenging situations, the occasional failure
can lead the individual to develop a sense of persistence which, if failures are overcome, can lead
to the recognition that challenging situations can be mastered (Bandura, 1977, p. 195).
Bandura’s second informant of efficacy expectations is that of vicarious experience.
Watching others engage in threatening situations without adverse consequences can generate
efficacy expectations of success. This form of efficacy, which relies upon comparison with an
individual and what is observed in others, is not as strong as when the individual directly
experiences (and masters) a situation. However, when specific outcomes from the modeled
action are observed, there is greater impact than when there are no observable outcomes. In
other words, modeling successful procedures does impact efficacy.
The third source of efficacy expectation is that of verbal persuasion. Verbal persuasion
involves suggestions from outsiders that an individual can be successful in threatening situations.
In these situations, it is critical that there be both positive social persuasion for an individual’s
success along with structures and assistance for that success to occur. Without attending to the
conditions for an individual’s success, resulting failures will “…likely…discredit the persuaders
and further undermine the recipients’ perceived self-efficacy” (Bandura, 1977, p. 198).
The fourth source of efficacy expectation identified by Bandura is that of emotional
arousal. High emotional arousal generally debilitates performance and people are more likely to
be successful when they are not experiencing negative arousal situations. Recognizing the
arousal and being able to diminish the accompanying fear may reduce one’s avoidance of a
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situation and energize a person to action. Additionally, Bandura (1977) notes that when
individuals believe “…that they are less vulnerable than they previously assumed…,” then they
are less likely to allow the negative fears to debilitate them (200).
Within the system of a school, the individual’s perception of one’s capability to achieve
the goals of that school are driven by one’s experiences and directly impact one’s continued level
of commitment toward meeting those goals. These four components of Bandura’s theoretical
framework provide a set of lenses with which to view the manner in which individuals’ behavior
is impacted by the way their actions are perceived. It should be noted that the components of
Bandura’s framework do not operate in a vacuum and may interact for a more complete picture
of an individual’s level of personal efficacy. That interaction of framework components creates
a context from which to assess contributions of both individual teachers and the school
organization.
The context of any organization is defined by the environment and the influence that the
environment has on the organization’s system processes. Among various environmental
influences, Bryk et.al. (2010) found that the availability of financial resources, geographic
location and racial and ethnic composition of the school are factors in defining the efficacy
within which teachers work with students to help them learn. NCLB mandated that schools close
achievement gaps and create plans to assist all students in meeting academic standards (NCLB,
2015). Yet, as Evans (2009) observed, if schools are to provide equitable levels of education
despite the geographic and socio-economic influences of their environments, then teachers
within those systems must do two things; first, they must believe that those educational goals are
doable goals, and second, they must believe that they have the capability to overcome
disadvantaged situations and improve achievement levels for their students. Thus, context plays
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an important role when describing the level of collective efficacy that teachers may feel towards
their work. It is necessary to be mindful of this context to which teachers are exposed, and
judged, to fully evaluate their strengths and weaknesses “…in relation to the requirements of the
task at hand” (Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2000, p. 5).
Recognizing that teachers work in schools which are social organizations, we can
espouse a concept of collective efficacy, which Goddard et.al. defines as being “…associated
with the tasks, level of effort, persistence, shared thoughts, stress levels, and achievement of
groups” (Goddard, Hoy & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2000, p. 5). If all teachers engage in actions that
result in demonstrated improvement gains for the organization, this experience will feed future
experiences and strengthen the collective organization as a whole. Furthermore, if we layer in
the idea that the work and expectations of teachers and administrators are influenced by the
school environment and the students, then we have to acknowledge the role that environmental
factors play on the choices and persistence of the collective organization to pursue mandated
goals (Evans, 2009). As Bryk et.al. (2010) found in their early research, some schools working
within disadvantaged situations showed significant improvement in achievement while others did
not. This improvement is a result of the interplay between the organization’s intended goals and
the reflective perception of an organization’s efficacy. It is the human agency of those individual
teachers, working together, that builds the sense of collective efficacy for the organization
(Goddard, Hoy & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2000).
Given that we can extrapolate that the successes of the many may help individuals in an
organization learn and that schools, as social organizations, are made up of individuals
interacting to achieve a common goal, then it is reasonable for us to assume that Bandura’s
sources of self-efficacy “…are also fundamental in the development of collective teacher
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efficacy” (Goddard, Hoy & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2000, p. 7). Mastery experiences build a sense of
resiliency for organizations. They know what they can accomplish and overcome. Vicarious
experiences help organizations learn, just as they do individuals, from the work done by
successful organizations outside of their environment. When organizations are cohesive, social
persuasion can strengthen, or weaken, an organization’s belief about its ability to accomplish
goals. Finally, stress on organizations can impact their ability to tolerate pressure and continue
to function in directions related to their identified goals.
The perceptions reflected in the 5Essentials Survey are based upon individual teacher and
student experiences established within their schools. Therefore, Bandura’s sources of efficacy
expectations provide an explanation of how these individuals perceive their school experience.
Thus, combining the system of essential supports identified in the 5Essentials Survey with the
collective efficacy concepts built from Bandura’s social cognitive theory provides this study with
a framework from which to examine the relationships that exist when measuring collective
efficacy of schools and their levels of student achievement.
Statement of the Problem

The Constitution of the State of Illinois, in Article X, outlines that the purpose of
education in the state is for the “...educational development of all persons to the limits of their
capacities” (Ill. Const. Art. X, § 1, ¶ 1). To meet this goal, the Illinois State Board of Education
(ISBE) was created, in part to establish goals and evaluate the educational programming within
the state. This includes the monitoring of achievement levels by students in public schools.
Per the Illinois School Code, Section 10-17a, schools in the state of Illinois are mandated
to complete, on an annual basis, a school report card in which data is presented to the public
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regarding school characteristics and demographics, curriculum information, student academic
outcomes, student academic progress and the school environment (105 ILCS 5/10-17a.) Part of
the school environment information is a report of the school climate, as provided by teachers and
students (grades 6-12) via a biennially administered instrument. While schools have the option
to administer their own survey of the learning environment, the current instrument chosen for
statewide administration is the Illinois 5Essentials Survey. ISBE has chosen this instrument to
provide local school leaders with information that can be used to guide improvement initiatives
at the organizational level. The 5Essentials Survey addresses five key areas for organizational
improvement and provides organizations with breakdowns of teacher and student responses in
these areas (UChicago Impact, 2015). The responses are developed from individual perceptions
but gathered to report a collective perception of organizational capability.
Once each school’s report card data is uploaded to ISBE and published via the Illinois
School Report Card, this information then becomes part of the public domain and comparisons
are made regarding the levels of student achievement and the learning climate of the schools in
communities throughout the state. As with anytime these types of organizational comparisons
are made, data is interpreted and judgments are made about the quality of education provided in
those schools and districts. Based upon the perceived quality of education provided and the
student achievement results reported, decisions are made regarding school structures and
practices.
This is particularly critical for high schools across the state of Illinois. At a time of
increased accountability for schools, recent reports showing that only “…45.6 percent of students
in high schools throughout the state scored at least 21 on the ACT…” (Rado, 2015, p. 4) have
raised the stakes on steps that high schools must take to more fully engage their students for
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increased student achievement. Indeed, changes in teacher evaluation in the state have
punctuated the importance of increased student achievement. In 2010, Governor Pat Quinn
signed legislation requiring that student growth measures become a significant part of the teacher
evaluation process and that by 2016 these measures would be in place for all school districts in
the state (ISBE, 2012). The pressure is on for teachers and school administrators to demonstrate
growth in achievement of learning for the students within their classrooms because
organizational decisions are being made based upon the data provided regarding achievement
and learning climate reports.
While much has been written regarding the roles that locus of control and self-efficacy
have with regards to student learning and student motivation (Bandura, 1977, 1993, 2001;
Goddard, Hoy & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2000; Rotter, 1966), there seems to be a shortage of academic
research on the role that collective efficacy in high schools has in regards to decisions made to
improve teacher performance and student achievement (Evans, 2009; Goddard, Hoy & Woolfolk
Hoy, 2004;). The problem being addressed in this dissertation is that despite the research and
intent behind the 5Essentials Survey, there is little research demonstrating relevance among its
collective efficacy factors and student achievement in Illinois public high schools during the
current political environment of accountability mandates.
Significance / Justification of the Study

The importance of a clear understanding of the reciprocal relationship between an
organization’s belief in its capabilities and the measurement of its results is basic to the success
of any reform measure for that organization. Just as the individual is motivated to action by the
thought of future consequences (Bandura, 1977), so too organizations are purposeful in their

15
actions towards particular goals. Goddard, Hoy and Woolfolk-Hoy (2000) referred to this
purposefulness as “organizational intentionality” (p. 7).
High school leadership teams are particularly aware of the importance of establishing
purposeful actions for their organizations amid a complex dynamic of competing priorities.
From the student achievement mandates of all students meeting academic standards established
by the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB, 2015) to the reports of less than half of the state of
Illinois students meeting the ACT college readiness benchmarks (Rado, 2015), the challenge for
high school leadership teams to improve upon the collective efficacy of their schools (and
therefore the structures leading to improvement in student achievement) is critical.
Furthermore, with a decline (or at best, stagnation) in the availability of resources to high
schools in Illinois, coupled with the aforementioned increase in accountability demands placed
upon those schools to improve the levels of college readiness prior to exiting the 12th grade, as
well as the need for well-informed organizational decisions to meet these demands, it is
important to expand the research to investigate the relationship that exists between collective
efficacy of high schools and their students’ achievement, as well as the reciprocal causality that
achievement has on the collective efficacy. This study is focused on expanding the research base
at the high school level to better inform high school leadership teams towards the purpose of
improvement.
Purpose of the Investigation

The purpose of this study is to examine the relationship among collective efficacy factors,
as measured by the Illinois 5Essentials Survey, and college readiness scores, as reported by
ACT, for high schools in the state of Illinois.
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Research Questions

1. What are the mean scores for all variables that are part of this study?
2. What are the relationships between high school college readiness measures and collective
efficacy factors?
3. What are the differences based on location (Chicago, suburban, rural) among college
readiness measures and collective efficacy factors?
4. What collective efficacy factors predict college readiness?
Delimitations of the Study

This study includes those public high schools within Illinois that have full 5Essentials
Survey reports and who reported ACT College Readiness Benchmark scores through the Illinois
School Report Card.
Limitations of the Study

This study is limited to public high schools within Illinois who publish their data via the
Illinois School Report Card. There are 567 schools listed as high schools, including public
charter schools in the city of Chicago, that began as the initial population of this study. Two
charter schools, operated by a charter management organization, were not included in the study.
Of the initial population of 567 high schools, 188 schools were eliminated because they had no
or incomplete Illinois 5Essentials reports.
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Assumptions of the Study

There are several assumptions that have been made in the development of this study.
They are:
1. Illinois public high schools are collectives of individuals organized around the
premise of providing students with opportunities for academic achievement.
2. An accepted measure of academic achievement for high schools in the state of Illinois
is the college readiness score as reported by ACT on the Illinois School Report Card.
3. The Illinois 5Essentials Survey is a standardized measure of organizational
effectiveness in the state of Illinois.
4. The Illinois 5Essentials Survey is completed anonymously by teachers and students
and is therefore assumed to be an honest representation of the perceptions of
organizational effectiveness by those survey populations.
5. Results of the Illinois 5Essentials Survey are organizational statements of collective
efficacy regarding the school environment that is established for student achievement.
Definition of Terms
Self-efficacy: “…beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and execute a course of action
required to produce a given attainment” (Hoy, Sweetland & Smith, 2002, p. 78).
Teacher efficacy: Teacher judgments of “…personal capabilities such as skills,
knowledge, strategies, or personality traits balanced against personal weaknesses or
liabilities in [a] particular teaching context…” (Goddard, Hoy & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2000).
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Collective efficacy: “…an organizational property and group-level attribute that
represents teachers’ collective beliefs about their collective power to execute a course of
action that will result in a positive impact on students…” (Bandura, 2001).
Reciprocal causality: “…the academic press in a school enhances organizational
performance, and reciprocal causality suggests that resulting performance improvements
in turn strengthen academic press in the school” (Hoy, Sweetland & Smith, 2002, p. 79).
Academic press: “…the extent to which the school is driven by a quest for academic
excellence” (Hoy, Sweetland & Smith, 2002, p. 79).
Organizational intentionality: “…the purposive actions schools take as they strive to
meet their goals…” (Goddard, Hoy & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2000, p. 7).
Summary

In Chapter 1 of this document, the reader has been provided with a background and
rationale for the need to understand relationships that exist between college readiness scores and
collective efficacy ratings of high schools in Illinois. Additionally, a framework for study,
adapted from the original presented by the Consortium on Chicago School Research, has been
presented to organize the conceptual foundations for this examination and to provide a visual
depiction of the central purpose of this investigation. Delimitations, limitations and assumptions
of this study have been provided so as to focus and frame the work being presented.
Subsequent chapters will provide greater detail. Chapter 2 will provide an examination
of literature relevant to the concepts and focus of the study. Chapter 3 will be a presentation of
the data and quantitative methods that will be used to analyze this data. Chapter 4 will be a
reporting of the results obtained as a result of the analysis conducted and Chapter 5 will discuss
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findings relevant to the purpose of the study, conclusions that can be drawn from those findings
and recommendations for high schools and future research.

CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to examine literature that is relevant to the concepts of this
study. As such, this chapter presents a review of elements that have been written relevant to
collective efficacy and student achievement, in particular the importance of college readiness.
Discussion of the concept of collective efficacy begins with a brief review of what has
been written on social cognitive theory, as an outgrowth of social learning theory, and the impact
that locus of control, human agency and reciprocal causation have on the development of selfefficacy. From this point, the concept of self-efficacy will be explored to examine the
perspectives that the individuals within an educational organization have on their capacity to
impact student outcomes. This shall lay the foundation for a discussion of collective teacher
efficacy and the “…perceptions of teachers in a school that the efforts of the faculty as a whole
will have a positive effect on students…” (Goddard, Hoy & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2000, p. 2).
Next, the chapter will shift focus to the topic of student achievement, focusing on
measures of college readiness. A framework established by David Conley (2008) will be used to
examine academic dimensions that lead to college readiness, along with referent material for
each of these dimensions.
Finally, the work of the Consortium on Chicago School Research, at the University of
Chicago, will be addressed as it pertains to the development of the Illinois 5Essentials Survey,
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laying the groundwork for a measure of a school’s collective efficacy and its relationship to
student achievement.
Social Cognitive Theory

Social cognitive theory posits the belief that human action and understanding is, in part, a
function of observing others within a social situation and using what they have learned (through
observation) to make decisions (Bandura, 2001). This differs from early psychological thought
which based much of its philosophy on the impact that an individual’s environment has on that
individual. In other words, it was thought that human behavior (decisions) was shaped by the
impact of environmental stimuli (Bandura, 2001).
Social cognitive theory puts greater emphasis on the core features of human agency to
“…intentionally make things happen by one’s actions” (Bandura, 2001, p. 2). People do not
simply exist as observers of the natural world around them. Instead, they create experiences.
Through interactions with their environment, humans make decisions and gain experiences that
facilitate their ability and proclivity to make future decisions. By setting intentions, people set
expectations for outcomes, establish anticipated outcomes and, through the use of acknowledged
standards, react to outcomes based upon personal and social standards (Bandura, 2001).
When an individual acts on his environment, intentionally shaping his environment, that
individual has made a decision, based upon personal intention, to determine the outcome. The
impact that a decision has on an outcome may be intended or unintended, but it is causal in
future decisions that an individual makes (Bandura, 2001). Based upon the feedback that the
individual receives and interprets from the action, one will determine one’s capacity for success
in similar future endeavors. This supports Bandura’s idea of triadic reciprocal causation, in
which the individual finds him or herself reflecting upon personal factors, the environment and
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behaviors to determine future decisions and the levels of efficacy one has towards outcomes of
those decisions (Eells, 2011). It is this level of self-efficacy that an individual (in the case of this
study, a teacher) brings to the organization in which one works.
Self-Efficacy

This concept of self-efficacy is defined by Hoy, Sweetland and Smith (2002) as
“…beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and execute a course of action required to produce a
given attainment” (p. 78). Flowing from the umbrella of social cognitive theory and human
agency, the intentional choices to act that a person makes are influenced by one’s belief of selfefficacy. Self-efficacy is unique in that it is task oriented. This distinguishes it from other
concepts like self-esteem or self-worth. Self-efficacy is a personal attribution of one’s ability to
complete a particular task. Gist and Mitchell (1992) identify self-esteem as more of a general
evaluation of self as one relates to the broader world (Goddard, Hoy & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2004).
Bandura (1977) identified four sources of efficacy information that individuals use to
assess their capabilities for achieving a particular goal. These four sources -- performance (or
mastery) accomplishments, vicarious experience, verbal persuasion and emotional arousal -- can
work in isolation or in combinations to impact individuals.
Performance accomplishments are, by far, the most powerful informants of efficacy
expectations, as identified by Bandura. Simply put, the more success one experiences, the
greater the self-efficacy expectation and the lower the negative impact that failures have on the
person. There is a sense of empowerment that the individual feels because he or she has
experienced the work needed to achieve success, has witnessed the success firsthand and has
been able to apply the lessons learned to other areas for more successful endeavors. While
people may have experienced failures as well, the degree of success through their own mastery
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outweighs these negative instances. Persistence is increased and a person finds through
experience that difficult situations can be mastered (Bandura, 1977).
Bandura’s second informant of efficacy expectations is that of vicarious experience.
Watching others engage in threatening situations without adverse consequences can generate
efficacy expectations of success. The use of modeling gives the individual the ability to
recognize similarities between oneself and others yet witness them achieving success. While this
efficacy information is not as strong as mastery that comes through participant modeling, seeing
others succeed shows that even the most anxious can eventually succeed through persistence, and
seeing many others succeed is better than seeing one other succeed.
The third source of efficacy expectation is that of verbal persuasion. Verbal persuasion
involves suggestions from outsiders that an individual can be successful in threatening situations.
This is weaker than mastery of performance, especially if there has been a history of failures for
the individual in previous challenging experiences. This source can have significantly negative
ramifications for an individual. When competence expectations are raised, it is important that
conditions be right for the person to succeed, or failure can result. Not only will the persuader be
discredited, but the experience further debilitates the individual’s personal efficacy.
The fourth source of efficacy expectation identified by Bandura is that of emotional
arousal. High emotional arousal generally debilitates performance and people are more likely to
be successful when they are not experiencing negative arousal situations. Recognizing the
arousal may energize a person to action. Helping people perceive one’s self-competence can
reduce self-arousal. This can lead to action on the part of the individual if he or she is able to
reduce self-doubts. “Performance successes, in turn, strengthen self-efficacy” (Bandura, 1977),
beginning a positive cycle.
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One’s perception of self-efficacy has much to do with the amount of effort that one will
put forth to achieving goals (Bandura, 2001). This regulates motivation. As individuals engage
in forethought, people determine the extent to which they believe they can cope with the stress of
taxing situations. Interacting in these stressful situations, and the reflection that occurs
afterwards, impacts the people’s perceptions of their level of self-efficacy and impacts future
decisions in similar situations. Greater sense of efficacy leads to belief in overcoming obstacles
and persistence (resiliency). Resiliency then fosters innovation (Goddard, Hoy & WoolfolkHoy, 2004).
This would suggest that teachers with a greater sense of self-efficacy tend to be more
productive compared to teachers with lower self-efficacy beliefs. Goddard, Hoy and WoolfolkHoy (2004) found that teachers with greater sense of self-efficacy tend to be better prepared, use
more innovative strategies and tend to be more student centered. Additionally, the concepts of
trust, openness and job satisfaction are related to a teacher’s sense of self-efficacy and are tied to
productivity (student achievement) in the classroom (Goddard, Hoy & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2004).
Because individual human agency, developed from that individual’s belief in her or his capacity
to be effective, operates within a broader network of the social interactions and norms of an
organization, the concepts can be used to discuss the collective efficacy of that organization
(Hoy, Sweetland & Smith, 2002). In other words, the collection of individual perceptions
regarding one’s individual efficacy can be used to examine the collective efficacy of a school.
Collective Teacher Efficacy
Collective efficacy is based on Bandura’s (1977, 1993, 2001) work and is driven by the
notion of human agency. People desire to exercise control over their lives and do so in a variety
of ways (Rotter, 1966). Social cognitive theory helps us expand our perspective by
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acknowledging that humans interact with one another within social constructions. When groups
of individuals act together to achieve common intentional outcomes based on shared beliefs, the
notion of human agency is extended to collective agency of an organization (Goddard, Hoy &
Woolfolk-Hoy, 2000).
Goddard, Hoy and Woolfolk-Hoy (2000) describe collective teacher efficacy as “…an
emergent group-level attribute – the product of the interactive dynamics of the group members”
(Goddard, Hoy & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2000, p. 5). The shared beliefs of the group members impact
their capacity to make decisions to achieve desired results. If we think about the dimensional
extension of collective teacher efficacy, then it is also reasonable for us to associate collective
efficacy with the levels of stress and persistence that organizations feel when targeting and
planning to meet achievement outcomes. For instance, in the 15 years that the No Child Left
Behind (NCLB) Act was in existence, the accountability measures placed on schools for
improving student achievement increased and became more consequential. The expectation was
that by the year 2015, 100% of students in American schools would meet academic standards.
(NCLB, 2015). Schools reacted to this mandate by making changes in the way students were
instructed and assessed, the manner in which teachers were evaluated and in the curriculum that
was adopted and delivered in the classroom. Over time, school organizations learned what goals
they needed to set to raise student achievement, the policies and procedures that needed to be put
in place to reach these goals and the resulting changes that needed to be made when actions were
evaluated. This organizational learning occurred as a collective effort by teachers in the school
who made judgments of the faculty’s abilities to make improvements in student achievement
based on the context of their organizational environment. The guidance provided by school
administration, the support of colleagues and families, the orderliness and safety of the school
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environment and the rigor of curriculum and instruction within the building all play a contextual
role in the environment of the school. The perception by the faculty of the degree to which these
supports are in place will influence a group’s response to the task of that organization (Goddard,
2001).
Similar to the aforementioned informants of efficacy for individuals, organizations use
performance (mastery) experiences, vicarious experiences, social persuasion and emotional
arousal at the collective level to strengthen, or diminish, the capacity of its members to continue
their efforts. School organizations use these four types of experiences to develop their sense of
collective efficacy.
The 5Essentials (Effective Leadership, Collaborative Teachers, Involved Families,
Supportive Environment, and Ambitious Instruction) are gathered in a survey format and, when
administered to teachers, become a platform from which teachers relate their perceptions of the
experiences that they have had in that organization. That is to say, the experiences in which they
have personally realized success or failure (mastery experiences), witnessed colleagues
experience success or failure (vicarious experience), been told the degree to which they can be
successful (verbal persuasion) and/or reacted to reflections on these experiences (emotional
arousal) combine to give a collective view of their school’s capabilities to influence student
achievement.
These combined perceptions to the challenges that teachers face in completing their daily
tasks, those school factors which may (or may not) be in the control of the teacher, and the
perceived competence of the members of the organization to meet those challenges is the
dynamic that impacts the emergence of an organization’s collective efficacy (Goddard, Hoy &
Woolfolk-Hoy, 2004). It is through the perceptions of the collective efficacy that groups develop
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resilience to continue to achieve their goals. A type of norming behavior begins to develop
within the organization where, for the group with a higher sense of collective efficacy,
expectations for success are high and teachers are more likely to put forth the effort to help
students succeed (Goddard, 2001). When an individual within that collective does not act in a
manner consistent with these expectations, they are likely to be ostracized by the group. Thus,
this idea of normative press exerts influence and can support the continuation of a strong sense of
collective efficacy (Goddard, Hoy & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2004).
Illinois 5Essentials Survey

Goddard, Hoy and Woolfolk-Hoy (2004) established the connection between school
improvement to support student achievement and the importance of understanding how schools
can be “…empowered to exert control over their circumstances…” (p. 8). They go on to discuss
the role that a school’s culture can have on the perceived collective efficacy of the faculty in a
school and that perception can have a positive, or negative, impact on their performance in the
classroom. As noted in Chapter 1, the state of Illinois has identified a tool to be used to take that
measure of the perceptions of school culture and thus the collective efficacy of its teachers and
students. This tool is the Illinois 5Essentials Survey.
The Illinois 5Essentials Survey is an outgrowth of the Chicago school reform that took
place in the late 1980s. Public Act 84-1418 was passed by the Illinois legislature and signed into
law in 1988. The effect of this legislation was to de-centralize the Chicago Public Schools
system and moved decision-making authority into 575 individual schools (Bryk et al., 2010).
Local school councils (LSCs) were established and made up of the building administrator,
teachers, parents and community members. Among other powers given to the LSCs, they were
able to “…select and evaluate their school’s principal…,” who was then given much more
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authority than principals had previously held to make teacher hires, improvement plans, and
budgets (p. 15). Additional reform came in 1995 with legislation that placed the mayor of
Chicago as the central authority for selecting the chief executive officer (CEO) for the Chicago
Public Schools (CPS) system. The following year, the CEO of CPS introduced central-officemandated accountability measures and improvement efforts that shifted the focus of school
improvement efforts to student outcomes. As the Consortium on Chicago School Research
(CCSR) at the University of Chicago began studying the results of these reform efforts, data
began to emerge about Chicago school reform that coalesced into five essential supports that
influence student learning. Survey questions were then developed to solicit input from teachers
and students about their school’s capacity to provide these supports in schools. The result of this
20 years of research gave birth to what we now know as the Illinois 5Essentials (Effective
Leaders, Collaborative Teachers, Involved Families, Supportive Environment, and Ambitious
Instruction), with each essential representing a sub-system of the larger school system (Bryk et
al., 2010).
Each one of the 5Essentials has a reciprocal relationship with the other essentials found in
the organizational system of a school. While they can be viewed as individual variables that
have influence on student learning, they also interact with one another. For example, the school
leader will reach out to work with parents and community leaders to encourage involvement and
engagement with schools; parents will collaborate with teachers to understand the curriculum,
assignments and expectations of the classes their students take; teachers will collaborate with one
another and the administration to coordinate their work in the classroom, and so on (Bryk et al.,
2010).
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Effective Leaders

Effective leaders have largely been viewed as the key to any school and are seen by the
research of the CCSR as the driving force for all that happens within a school to influence
student learning. Bryk et al. (2010) cite three different dimensions of leadership that contribute
to the overall success of a leader in a school: the Managerial Dimension, which is the most basic
level of leadership, yet the most conspicuous when it is missing; Instructional Dimension, which
can be described as knowing what the students must know, knowing if they know it, and using
observation and data to verify that it is known; and the Inclusive-Facilitative Dimension, in
which a leader presents a vision and is able to influence others to support this vision to move the
organization forward. Calik, Sezgin, Kavgaci and Kilinc (2012) found there to be a significant
relationship between effective instructional leadership (as perceived by teachers) and collective
efficacy of teachers. Furthermore, they cite the connection between high levels of collective
efficacy among teachers and their persistence to overcome obstacles to positive student
achievement (Calik, Sezgin, Kavgaci & Kilinc, 2012). Hoy, Tarter and Woolfolk-Hoy (2006)
supported the importance of the instructional leader when they asserted that the school leader
influences student achievement through academic emphasis in the organization.
While instructional leadership is seen to have a relationship to teacher collective efficacy,
the direct relationship between the school principal and student achievement was found not to be
statistically significant in a study conducted by Ross and Gray (2006). Instead, through path
analysis they discovered that the transformational leader has a positive impact on teacher
collective efficacy and, as a result of increasing the perceived capacity of teachers to improve
student achievement, they have a small, indirect effect on student achievement gains (Ross &
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Gray, 2006). This was further supported by Hoy, Tarter and Woolfolk-Hoy (2006), who cited
others asserting that principal leadership is not the most driving force in student achievement.
Collaborative Teachers

The essential support of collaborative teachers addresses the degree to which staff
members are committed to the school, receive and participate in high-quality professional
development and work together to improve the school. At the heart of this essential, Bryk et al.
(2010) address the quality of human resource inputs that exist in the school, focusing on the
importance of balance between a teacher’s knowledge of content and their effective use of
instructional practices in the classroom. Additionally, teachers must then develop knowledge of
their students’ backgrounds and interests in order to effectively impact them in the classroom.
This deep understanding of student backgrounds and interests is supported in the literature and
practice of Danielson (2007) and used by schools throughout the state of Illinois to evaluate
teacher practice in the classroom.
Bryk et al. (2010) found that it was critical for schools to recruit knowledgeable and
motivated teachers and give attention to teachers’ professional development needs in areas that
are directly related to school improvement. In doing so, the teaching faculty at a school are then
more likely to believe that they have something important to contribute to the success of the
school. This then leads them to internalize the success and improvement of all students and
brings about the norming function that Goddard, Hoy and Woolfolk-Hoy (2004) talk about when
discussing the “…diligence and resolve with which groups choose to pursue their goals” (p. 8).
The social influence of organizational culture then impacts the degree of trust that exists between
teaching colleagues, which affects the levels of commitment to the organization and collective
responsibility that the teachers feel for student achievement and student success. Ross and Gray
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(2006) affirm this position in their finding that when teacher trust is high and they view their
organization to be an “…effective instructional team…,” then they are more apt to assume a
collective responsibility for the success of all students and not blame parents and outside
influences (p. 812).
Involved Families

The essential support of involved families is a measure of the degree to which the school
builds strong relationships with the families of students and the community members around the
school. It is the level of partnership that schools, specifically the teachers in those schools, have
with the parents of the children they teach. It is the capability of a school supporting parents to
support learning by letting the parents know what is happening in the classrooms and how they
can become involved to enhance that classroom learning. Once again, it is about teachers’
knowledge of the homes that their students come from and the community culture. By
understanding the basic background knowledge, interests and skills that students bring with them
to school, teachers are better able to make connections (Bryk et al., 2010). Hoy, Tarter and
Woolfolk-Hoy (2006) describe that when the faculty of a school trusted the families and
students, there was a positive impact on student achievement. Logically, and referring back to
the concept of reciprocal causality, the positive impact on student achievement resulting from
teacher-family trust would lead to greater trust and desire for family involvement in the schools.
In fact, Barnyak and McNelly (2009) report that “…the strongest predictor for teacher support of
parent involvement was teacher efficacy…” (p. 38), again, that belief that teachers have the
capacity to execute a course of action to improve student learning.
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Supportive Environment

This factor of the 5Essentials addresses the student learning climate sub-system within a
school and the degree to which students feel that the school is a safe and orderly environment.
The series of questions within this essential elicits responses from students only. Hoy, Tarter
and Woolfolk-Hoy (2006) identified that, despite the few studies examining this issue,
cooperation between the teaching faculty and parents and students is a key factor in higher
student achievement. This is a prime example of the inter-relatedness of the 5Essentials factors
in which the supportive environment established for student learning is a result of shared
responsibility of the teaching staff (Collaborative Teachers) guided by a firmly established vision
(Effective Leaders) and supported by the students and the families of the school (Involved
Families). Jhanke identified these same themes (as cited in Calik, Sezgin, Kavgaci & Kilinc,
2012, p. 2501) and found that a supportive environment with a clear vision and shared leadership
promoted collective efficacy within a school. It evokes the notion that there is a shared
professional responsibility that is key for student achievement and growth in learning.
Bryk et al. (2010) went on to address the importance for high standards of rigor, but
personal supports need to be put in place for the struggling students so that we don’t lose them
within the system. This is, in essence, the basis for NCLB and the concept that there should be
no child left behind. The idea is that schools that are well organized within this essential not
only have structures in place to have personalized responses to the academic needs of students,
but that they have established identified norms within the school that there is a professional
responsibility to support all students. The students themselves recognize this culture of high
standards and rigor yet know they have the supports from teachers when they struggle.
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Ambitious Instruction

At the heart of any school you will find the curriculum and the resources used by teachers
to provide instructional guidance to the students. Bryk et al. (2010) refers to the need for “…a
curricular framework that details the subject matter to be taught” (p. 205). They further fold in
the importance of teaching strategies, materials and tools used by teachers, as well as the
normative expectations of “…how adults should interact with students and how students should
engage their classmates” (p. 206). These combined efforts, implemented in the classroom by
teachers, set the stage for a feedback loop that is informed by student response and achievement.
Teachers are then able to gauge their effectiveness from these student responses. In other words,
if there is a lack of coherence and organization in the curriculum, the teacher efficacy is affected
negatively. Evans (2009) alludes to this when she states that “…teachers and administrators
judge their collective capacity to respond to accountability policy based on the school
environment and students, and the associated expectations of themselves and students in a given
school context” (p. 65). A “catch 22” situation is created through this collective efficacy
feedback loop in which teachers are influenced by the context within which they work and
negative feedback on student performance may cause teachers to doubt their own abilities,
furthering the cycle of decline in expectations (Evans, 2009).
It has been suggested by Hoy et al. (2002) and Evans (2009) that the socio-economic
status (SES) of a school influences the academic press of a school and is directly related to the
collective efficacy of the teaching staff. For example, when teachers work with students from
high-SES environments, there are often fewer learning obstacles that need to be addressed,
resulting in fewer challenges to the belief that they can make a difference in the achievement of
their students. On the other hand, when facing students of low SES, there are often greater
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challenges impacting students from outside of the school system that teachers cannot easily
overcome, resulting in lower collective efficacy and lower expectations of their students (Evans,
2009). Hoy et al. (2006) found that academic emphasis, or the importance of establishing a
coherent curriculum based on high levels of rigor and high levels of expectations, along with the
normative belief that students can achieve success is directly related to student achievement. By
extension, then, survey feedback received regarding the essential support of Ambitious
Instruction is a contributing measure of collective efficacy of an organization.
Intersection of the 5Essentials and Bandura’s Informants of Efficacy

Since the framework of the Illinois 5Essentials becomes a study of a school’s culture and,
by extension, its perception of the collective efficacy, Bandura’s informants of efficacy are then
operationalized among those essentials to color that perception of efficacy. Additionally,
because the 5Essentials supports have reciprocal relationships among them, and because the
sources of efficacy information can act singly or in combination, the resulting intersection of the
5Essentials supports and sources of efficacy information can become quite complex and
sometimes hard to separate out.
For an example, we can consider the vision of a school leader who targets improvement
in math scores for students in the school. The leader sets the vision and goal for a team of
teachers to meet. Those teachers then collaborate together to research and identify best practices
that can be put together as an intervention for struggling math students. Parents of the students
targeted for this intervention are informed about the program developed by the team of teachers,
specifying the goals of the program and the practices that will be utilized. The program is
implemented by the intervention teachers and, after a specified period of time, levels of student
achievement are assessed and it is determined that the intervention had the desired results of
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improvement in math achievement for the targeted students. That leadership provided by the
school principal, collaboration of the teachers, and the involvement of families equates to a
successful performance experience where the teachers have experienced success at their own
hands. The school leadership vicariously experiences the success had by the math teachers and
can then take the lessons observed from that success and apply the processes to a literary
intervention to bolster reading scores in the building. Through interdisciplinary collaboration
and verbal persuasion, the math teachers can persuade their English colleagues to apply their
successes to their academic discipline. Thus, we have examples of schools applying Bandura’s
sources of efficacy at the collective level within the constructs established by the 5Essentials
supports.
College Readiness

Broadly speaking, academic achievement can be related to the ability of a student to meet
the educational goals of the system in which they attend. Over the course of the last century, the
definition of academic success and achievement has been modified to include preparation for
postsecondary education and the college and career readiness demands that our knowledge and
service economy have placed on traditional high school education (Bennett, 1988; Wolniak &
Engberg, 2010). Roderick, Nagaoka and Coca (2009) have suggested that college readiness can
be defined via three different lenses: a) meeting the minimum requirements set by the colleges
themselves, b) performance on standardized achievement tests such as the ACT or SAT, or c)
student grade point averages (GPA). More recently, college readiness has been defined by the
Common Core Standards Initiative as “…the ability ‘to succeed in entry-level, credit-bearing
academic college courses’…” (Guilfoyle, 2012). With the adoption of the Common Core State
Standards, assessments are being developed that align with these standards and can be used to
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determine student achievement. However, until these assessments become fully functional,
many states use the ACT and the SAT to quantify their students’ readiness for postsecondary
education (Guilfoyle, 2012). The challenge facing high schools is one of providing opportunities
for students to meet the benchmark standards represented by these tests.
As we evaluate the literature surrounding the characteristics that schools employ to
facilitate college readiness and success in college, it is useful to organize the research in a
framework for discussion. David Conley’s (2008) work provides such a framework for this
purpose. In his research, Conley identifies four areas that need to be addressed in order for
schools to prepare students for college: (a) key cognitive strategies, which Conley refers to as
the “…heart of college readiness…” (p. 3) and that students use to reason, analyze, interpret, and
problem-solve; (b) key content knowledge, which are those foundational concepts from each of
the core academic areas that must come together to provide an academic background from which
students can draw upon for new learning to occur; (c) self-management skills, which are those
behaviors developed by an individual to self-monitor and regulate one’s own learning process;
(d) college knowledge, or the contextual understandings of how to successfully navigate the
college-going culture. As a last broad category for organization, the ideas of self-efficacy and
family / peer supports are recognized in the literature as critical for the success of students as
they enter, and continue, college. The research presents evidence that achievement success in
middle and high school is connected to a sense of belongingness that family and peer networks
affect (Engberg & Wolniak, 2009; Lassila et al., 2009; Nelson & DeBacker, 2008; Young,
Johnson, Hawthorne, & Pugh, 2011). These concepts, explored below, can both impact and be
impacted by the high school environments in which students attend and their influence can be
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found in the measurements of student achievement (ACT scores) and the students’ perceptions of
school collective efficacy (Illinois 5Essentials Survey).
Key Cognitive Strategies

A basic element needed for students to be successful in any school setting, and identified
as of significant importance for college readiness, is having developed key cognitive strategies
that allow students to be fully prepared for the rigors of college courses (Conley, 2008). These
are identified as “…foundational elements that underlie various ways of knowing” (Conley,
2008, p. 8). Research indicates that students do not come to college fully prepared with these
tools. In one study which focused on the transition of Iowa science students from high school to
college, it was reported that high school science courses did not “…sufficiently emphasize
developing reasoning skills” (Lassila et al., 2009, p. 11). In this study, qualitative data was
gathered from freshman college science students and interviews with high school science
teachers. Outcomes from this study raised the question of revamping the traditional high school
science curriculum to emphasize a “…physics-first curriculum…because it raises the reasoning
base level of each entire graduating class and, in turn, will lead to more college degrees than the
present one per four adults in Iowa” (Lassila et al., 2009, p. 12).
Research conducted by ACT (2004) supports the importance of students developing key
cognitive strategies. In a joint study by ACT and the Education Trust, English, mathematics and
science classes were examined in 10 schools across the country where 40% or more were
minority students, 50% or more registered as low income, 65% or more met or exceeded a score
of 18 on the ACT English test, 35% or more met or exceeded a score of 22 on the ACT
Mathematics test, and/or 24% or more met or exceeded a score of 24 on the ACT Science test.
Transcripts were examined to determine specific courses taken by each student who met the
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criteria. Information about the teachers and the courses were gathered and 41 classes were
observed by a study team who also interviewed teachers from the schools (ACT, 2004, p. 7). It
was discovered that “most teachers insisted on good work habits such as note-taking, found
universally across the schools, with some teachers monitoring students’ note-taking as they
walked around the classroom” (ACT, 2004, p. 15). Additionally, to help the development of
strong academic skills, all 10 of the schools in the study “…provided support for students by
giving them time outside class with tutors, teachers, and other helpers, including peers and adults
from the community” (ACT, 2004, p. 16).
Research by Michael, Dickson, Ryan and Koefer (2010) reinforce the importance of
building these skills, especially as students transition to college after their senior year of high
school. In a report of the best practices from the Act 101 Program, which was a cooperative
effort between DeSales University and the Pennsylvania Department of Education to enable
under-prepared, economically disadvantaged students to develop successful academic strategies
for college, they found that professional tutors emphasize academic skills that are needed for
students to be successful in college, stressing especially the connection between reading and
writing. They emphasized the goal that “…students write to read and read to write, reinforcing
analysis and critical thinking at every step until the students realize they can engage in these
processes on their own” (Michael, Dickson, Ryan & Koefer, 2010, p. 04). While this report was
limited in scope, the use of tutors to reinforce academic skill building is consistent with both
Conley and the ACT report.
Key Content Knowledge

Similar to the importance of the aforementioned cognitive strategies, there is much
research that supports helping students to develop “key content knowledge” (Conley, 2008, p. 8).
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Freshman students, from the previously identified Iowa study, found specific academic issues
that may have prevented them from learning new material “…because a student (1) might not
have grasped concepts but seems to have gained content by rote applications, (2) might not have
any depth of knowledge even though s/he exhibits considerable, but superficial, breadth, or (3)
might not be able to make progress because of lack of math or computer skills” (Lassila et al.,
2009, p. 10). However, when the rigor of courses was increased, the authors found that
“…students who take a challenging curriculum ‘learn more, fail less, and will be more prepared
in college and the workplace’” (Lassila et al., 2009, p. 10).
The importance of student access to rigorous coursework was supported by ACT (2004)
as the authors of that study noted the delivery of “…high-level content [by] qualified teachers…”
who were flexible and responsive to student needs proved to be a key academic resource for
student success in schools with 40% or more minority and 50% or more low-income populations
(ACT, 2004, p. 73).
In a previous study by Engberg and Wolniak (2009), in which they sampled 11,940
students from 740 high schools to assess the impact that the high school context has on students’
postsecondary success, they reinforced the importance that success in rigorous courses plays on
student success in college. They noted that as the highest-level of math and GPA both increased,
students were more likely to enroll in four-year colleges and that as the number of Advanced
Placement courses taken by students increased, they were more likely to attend four-year college
(Engberg & Wolniak, 2009, p. 143).
Similarly, a study by Zelkowski (2011) focused on the work that school personnel can do
to make changes in schools in order to move students from being college eligible to college
ready and addressed the importance of the math curriculum. Despite working with data that is a
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generation old (National Longitudinal Survey of Freshmen 1988), the author found that
continuous enrollment in mathematics courses during the 9-12 school years contributes to
college readiness in students (Zelkowski, 2011, p. 43).
One study spoke to the quality of teaching that students received as having an impact on
their academic skill preparation. In a study in which descriptive and multivariate analyses were
conducted on a sample of 3,750 students from the National Longitudinal Survey of Freshmen, it
was identified that quality of teaching in high school does impact first-year college grades among
those students from the higher income brackets (Wolniak & Engberg, 2010, p. 463). That
rationale relates to the development of key content knowledge because students from higher
income brackets may have greater access to better resources and may have developed academic
skills to be college prepared. The authors of this study found that “…students from higher
socioeconomic backgrounds are exposed to high school environments more conducive to
learning…” (Wolniak and Engberg, 2010, p. 463). However, in a study by Duggan (2010), in
which 121 respondents at a large multi-campus community college completed survey questions
to report the preparation for college among home-schooled, private-schooled and publicschooled students, the author supported the conclusion that “…opportunities to complete higherlevel classes are not available to all students: minority students and those of lower
socioeconomic status are less likely to attend schools that offer such coursework” (Duggan,
2010, p. 35).
Self-Management Skills
Self-management skills are elements that “…encompass behaviors that reflect greater
student self-awareness, self-monitoring, and self-control of processes and actions necessary for
academic success” (Conley, 2008, p. 9). The Iowa science student study conducted by Lassila et

41
al. (2009) reinforced the need for students to develop good self-management skills in order to
prepare for success in college. They identified specific behaviors in college freshman students
that interfered with learning, specifically: “(1) indiscriminant computer, or electronic gadget, and
TV usage, (2) mistaking memorization for true learning and understanding, (3) attitude and
motivational problems, and (4) a lower literacy level honed by these issues” (Lassila et al., 2009,
p. 10).
Citing M. L. Maehr’s (1984) theory of personal investment, Nelson and DeBacker (2008)
conducted a study “…to understand the relationship between two broad categories of variables
thought to influence achievement motivation, achievement-related goals and self-beliefs, and
peer influence among teenaged science learners” (Nelson & DeBacker, 2008, p. 170). The
theory indicates that an individual’s time and energy investment in activities is based upon the
meaning that one creates for that activity. It would appear to follow that when meaning is
attached to an activity, students become more engaged in it.
Michael et al. (2010) identified the importance of scaffolding learning activities so that
students are given more responsibility for their own learning. Citing Chi’s work (1996), students
are given the opportunity to develop independence and self-responsibility for learning. Students
begin to “…construct self-explanations’ more readily and more independently…” because they
see the value in what they are doing (Michael et al., p. 04).
Of the articles referenced for this literature review, only one specifically addressed the
importance of perseverance to coursework on the part of students. Zelkowski (2011) identified
that the amount of time spent outside of school on math homework was significant in moving
students to college readiness (Zelkowski, 2011, p. 43). “Students who do their homework in
school during school hours may be less likely to form study habits needed for the rigors of
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college which requires almost all studying and homework to be completed outside of the
classroom” (Zelkowski, 2011, p. 44).
College Knowledge
College knowledge is explained as “…the information students need to…understand how
college operates as a system and culture” (Conley, 2008, p. 10). It is the understanding of the
context in which students must exist for successful completion of a college degree. When
students do not understand the system, they often run into roadblocks which create frustrations
and feelings of alienation and ultimately drop-out situations (Conley, 2008, p. 11). There are
several studies which point out the inequities that exist among American students in this regard.
One such study by Young, Johnson, Hawthorne and Pugh (2011) examined 93 undergraduate
students making up three different cultural groups (European Americans, African Americans and
Hispanic Americans) and found that, especially among Hispanic American students, “…first
generation college students were more than twice as likely to leave compared to non-first
generation students” (Young et al., 2011, p. 9).
Additionally, class-based differences, specifically socio-economic status, may impact a
student’s ability to know how to “…interact with school resources to maximize their academic
opportunities” (Wolniak & Engberg, 2010, p. 463). This study found that among the 3,750
students sampled from the National Longitudinal Survey of Freshmen, 49% reported family
income levels above $75,000 (the highest level in the study) and that significant effects were
found to support this group having better performance once in college (Wolniak & Engberg,
2010, p. 462). This is attributed to the authors’ contention that “…influence of the high school
context differs by students’ economic resources” (Wolniak & Engberg, 2010, p. 461). The
greater the household economic resources available to the student, the better the school that the
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student is able to attend, the greater the resources available in that school to benefit their
postsecondary experience. Duggan (2010) reinforces this point when she references the work of
Druckman citing students in low-income schools “…may not have access to the necessary
advising and college planning, thus may not develop the skills and attitudes associated with
college persistence” (Duggan, 2010, p. 35). Research by Roderick, Nagaoka and Coca (2009)
supports both of these ideas that minority and low-income students often face barriers to
understanding the college access process that their White, higher socio-economic peers do not.
Case-study research by Bell, Rowan-Kenyon and Perna (2009) was conducted in 15 high
schools across five states to determine what 9th and 11th grade students know about college, how
these students acquire their college-related information and how college-related knowledge and
sources of information vary across schools and states. Focus group interviews were conducted
with 9th and 11th grade students and their parents. Also, teachers and counselors from the
selected schools were interviewed. What was of particular significance was that “…the findings
from this study point to the lack of consistent mechanisms in most schools to channel
information to students about the breadth of available educational opportunities available and the
availability of financial aid and how to access it” (Bell et al., 2009, p. 677). While 11th grade
students have a better sense of the real costs for college than do 9th grade students, few students,
regardless of their grade in school, fully understood the mechanics of financial aid and how to
navigate grants and scholarship applications. Additionally, most students stated that schools
provided them with information about college and financial aid, but this was passive and in the
form of print material and posted announcements (Bell et al., 2009, p. 673). However, students
in early intervention programs, such as Upward Bound and AVID, were more aware of financial
aid resources available to them for college (Bell et al., 2009, p. 676).
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Another area of significance from Bell et al. (2009) was the role that guidance counselors
played in assisting students in obtaining knowledge needed to navigate the college arena. The
authors found that freshmen will rely more heavily on family information while 11th grade
students will access school-based resources such as teachers and counselors. The authors also
found that 11th grade students identified that guidance counselors are very helpful in accessing
information, but accessibility to them is an issue, especially in low-resource schools (Bell et al.,
2009, p. 674). Duggan (2010) reinforced this point that students of lower socio-economic status
“…may not have had access to a school counselor for advising and college planning…”
(Duggan, 2010, p. 35). However, students in schools with college / career centers and / or a
counselor dedicated to college information expressed confidence in accessing information about
college (Bell et al., 2009, p. 674).
While Bell et al., (2009) indicated that 11th graders found guidance counselors to be
helpful, Zelkowski (2011) identified that 12th graders meeting with college representatives was
greeted with mixed results. One portion of the study suggested the interpretation that students
who make a more informed decision about college will be successful. However, multinomial
logistic regression (MLR), which presents the odds of a variable contributing toward likelihood
of a student moving into a specific ACT math group defined in the study, showed negative or
negligible impact on college readiness (Zelkowski, 2011, p. 44).
Peer/Family Networks
Closely aligned to Conley’s definition of college knowledge, yet distinct in the literature
present, is the influence that peer and family networks in high school have upon students in
getting them ready for college.
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Engberg and Wolniak (2009) found that students must be motivated early to discuss
college plans with friends and families (p. 149). Young et al. (2011) cited previous research by
Vedder, Boekaerts & Seegers which found that “…the availability of support may result in
feelings of security; the lack of support may lead to feelings of academic insecurity” (Young et
al., 2011, p. 3). The authors did not specify whether this relationship was specific to any
particular cultural group or socio-economic class, but Young et al. (2011) used the statement to
apply to all postsecondary students. They went on to indicate, however, that it was the
perception of social support that had a greater influence on a student’s feelings of academic
security than the actual support itself (Young et al., 2011, p. 3).
The connection of belongingness and academic motivation can be traced back to the
middle school years, indicated by the work of Nelson and DeBacker (2008). They found that
learning is influenced by the social environment created in a school and discovered “…class
belongingness to have a broad impact on motivation to learn…” (Nelson & DeBacker, 2008, p.
183). Connecting belongingness to task meaningfulness, the authors discovered that
“…perceptions of classmates’ resistance to school norms and belongingness were more
prominent than perceptions of class involvement in relation to the meaning that adolescents
construct for learning tasks” (Nelson & DeBacker, 2008, p. 183). Additionally, they found that
if best friends valued school, then there was a positive relationship with responsibility goals and
mastery goals of the subjects, and “…adolescents who perceived they were valued and respected
members of the classroom community reported higher self-efficacy…and ultimately associated
with student achievement” (Nelson & DeBacker, 2008, p. 184).
Interestingly, Wolniak and Engberg (2010) found that parental involvement was
associated with a significant, negative effect on first-year college performance and that over-
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involvement in academics by parents, prior to a student entering college, can be problematic in
the student’s college success (Wolniak and Engberg, 2010, p. 461). On the other hand, Engberg
and Wolniak’s 2009 study demonstrated that “…high schools characterized by a greater degree
of parent-to-parent contacts…promote 4-year college enrollment” (Engberg & Wolniak, 2009, p.
149). Thus, the research indicates a role for families to play in constructing a broader network of
support for building a college-going attitude. This is especially true of first-generational
students, as Young et al., (2011) found that parental support and high expectations played a
significant factor in motivation for non-first-generational college students (Young et al., 2011, p.
9).
Summary

In Chapter 2 of this document, the reader has been provided with background information
regarding social cognitive theory and self-efficacy as they relate to the construct of collective
teacher efficacy. Additionally, the concept of college readiness has been examined from within
the framework established by David Conley (2008) and the importance of peer and family
networks. Last, the measures of the Illinois 5Essentials Survey were discussed to lay the
foundation for using that tool as a standardized measure that speaks to the collective efficacy of
schools in the state of Illinois.

CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to examine the research methods used to explore the
relationship between collective efficacy and student achievement in Illinois public high schools.
The beginning of this chapter is a review of problem and purpose for the reader. Following this,
there will be a restatement of the research questions being addressed by the research. Next, the
structure of the research activities is outlined by identification of the population being sampled,
the data that was be collected (and the instruments used to collect this data), and methods and
procedures used to analyze the data. Finally, this chapter will conclude with a summation of the
key points of the chapter.
Problem and Purpose Overview

As addressed in Chapter 1 of this dissertation, the purpose of this study is to examine the
relationship among collective efficacy measures, as reported in the Illinois 5Essentials Survey,
and college readiness, as reported by ACT, for high schools in the state of Illinois.
In this study, data from the Illinois 5Essentials Survey, administered to schools
throughout the state of Illinois and reported through the Illinois Report Card, is used as a
measure of the collective efficacy of a school. Students and certified teachers are required to
participate in a biennially administered survey of the learning environment of the school. For
those districts choosing to use the Illinois 5Essentials Survey, feedback is provided across five
categories that this study has identified as variables: Effective Leaders, Collaborative Teachers,
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Involved Families, Supportive Environment, and Ambitious Instruction. Each category
addresses specific statements, on a Likert scale, related to the category. College readiness scores
are percentages of students who received a combined score of at least 21 on the ACT. The
combined score is derived by averaging student scores across four different subject areas
measured by the ACT: English, mathematics, reading and science.
The problem being addressed in this study is the relative lack of research examining the
relationship between collective efficacy and student achievement in high schools in light of the
importance this has for organizational decision making and school improvement.
Research Questions

There are several questions being addressed by this study. They are:
1. What are the mean scores for all variables that are part of this study?
2. What are the relationships between high school college readiness measures and collective
efficacy factors?
3. What are the differences based on location (Chicago, suburban, rural) among collective
efficacy factors and college readiness measures?
4. What collective efficacy factors predict college readiness?
Design

The purpose of this study is to examine the relationship among collective efficacy factors,
as reported in the Illinois 5Essentials Survey, and college readiness, as reported by ACT, for high
schools in the state of Illinois. A quantitative approach was chosen so as to use statistical
methods to develop significant conclusions about a population by studying a large sample of that
population (Lowhorn, 2007). The study uses numerical data to describe the characteristics of the
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schools in the sample population as well as to measure the relationships that exist between the
factors of the Illinois 5Essentials and college readiness and to identify predictive relationships
that might exist among the variables. This is a descriptive, cross-sectional study, not an
experimental study. As a descriptive, cross-sectional, quantitative study, descriptive data is used
to describe the sampled organizations in the study. Next, data gathering tools can be used to
understand specific organizational characteristics. Finally, correlation and regression analysis
can be used to discuss relationships between variables, strength of these relationships and any
predictive qualities which may exist among the variables (Hopkins, 2000; Lowhorn, 2007).
In this study, dependent variables include college readiness composite scores from the
ACT as well as sub-test scores in each of the tested areas of the ACT (English, mathematics,
reading and science). Independent variables include low income percentages, racial population
percentages and 5Essentials category scores.
Population and Sample

The population (N=567) used in this study was public high schools in the state of Illinois
whose 2015 data on, among other things, school demographics, school achievement levels, and
school environment is presented on the Illinois School Report Card. Data presented on Illinois
School Report Card is uploaded annually by each school district and is presented in a userfriendly format for the public to access. Included in this report (and study) are public charter
high schools. However, excluded from this study are public high schools operated by charter
management organizations.
Within this population of public high schools, those organizations included in this study
are those who satisfy two criteria:
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1. They posted the percentage of students meeting or exceeding a composite score of 21 on
the ACT during the 2014-2015 school year, and
2. They have full reports for the Illinois 5Essentials Survey for that same time period.
Of the 567 high schools reporting data to the Illinois Interactive Report Card, 379 high schools
have full Illinois 5Essentials reports and college readiness reports from the ACT. These 379
schools represent the sample (n) for this study.
Data Collection and Instrumentation

All of the data used in this study was collected from Illinois Report Card data uploaded
annually by school districts in the state of Illinois and published annually online via the Illinois
School Report Card. Categories of data collected include the following: school name, county
location of the school, city location of the school, percent of low-income students at the school,
racial/ethnic diversity of the student population, the percentage of students who were identified
as college ready by meeting or exceeding the ACT composite benchmark of 21, and the
percentages of students meeting or exceeding ACT benchmarks on sub-tests in English, math,
reading, science, and collectively on all four tests.
In addition, data was collected on the Illinois 5Essentials Survey of learning conditions.
This survey assesses teacher and student perspectives of their learning environment for the
purposes of directing school improvement efforts (UChicago Impact, 2015). Five different
categories are assessed: Effective Leaders, Collaborative Teachers, Involved Families,
Supportive Environment and Ambitious Instruction. The 2015 version of the survey is a
combination of 80 student questions and 150 teacher questions that are compiled into 22
measures of school climate and practice. These 22 measures are then distributed among the five
categories that have been identified as “…leading indicators of school improvement”
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(5Essentials: About the Survey, n.d., https://illinois.5-essentials.org/2015/s/310453010260001/
about/). Each of these categories is then rated on the degree of implementation based upon the
respondents’ answers. Ratings are as follows: Most Implementation, More Implementation,
Average Implementation, Less Implementation, Least Implementation. For the purposes of this
study, these ratings were assigned a numerical value as follows: Most Implementation = 5, More
Implementation = 4, Average Implementation = 3, Less Implementation = 2, and Least
Implementation = 1.
No surveys were conducted in the collection of data for this study. The sample
population of Illinois public high schools was derived by limiting this study to only those public
high schools uploading full Illinois 5Essentials Survey results. The validity of the low income
and race/ethnicity data presented is subject to the reporting practices of the schools in the study.
Truth in those numbers resides with the individuals completing the School Report Card reports
which are uploaded to the Illinois State Board of Education (ISBE). Data regarding college
readiness percentages are independently uploaded by the American College Testing (ACT)
service. Data from the Illinois 5Essentials Survey is independently uploaded by the University
of Chicago. Validity of report data is improved by having both of these organizations upload
information independently of the schools being studied. Reliability of procedures used in this
study is high as they can be easily replicated and the study repeated over time to test procedures
and findings. Reliability coefficients for each of the sub-scales are not available via the Illinois
Report Card and cannot be calculated for the 2015 survey, as individual responses are not
reported. However, the UChicago Consortium of Chicago School Research has calculated these
coefficients for the 2013 administration of the Illinois 5Essentials Survey and all sub-scales of
the 5Essentials had high reliabilities, ranging from Cronbach’s α = .71 to .97, with the exception
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of one sub-scale, Ambitious Instruction: Quality of Student Discussion, having relatively low
reliability, Cronbach’s α = .60 (Klugman, Gordon, Sebring & Sporte, 2015).
Data Analysis

Keeping the research questions in mind, this study takes a quantitative approach to the
collection, analysis and reporting of data to address the research questions posed. Statistical
software within Excel 2016 and SPSS version 23 was used to analyze the data collected.
Descriptive statistics include the identification of mean values for each of the variables in the
study in order to address Research Question #1 and to identify patterns that exist among the
variables. The variables in the study are socio-economic status of the school to identify the
percentage of low-income students reported, percentages of racial categories in the schools,
aggregated student achievement data from the 2015 administration of the ACT, and categorical
ratings of teacher and student responses to questions asked on the 2015 Illinois 5Essentials
Survey. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) procedures are used to compare the differences in
population means in order to make general conclusions about populations and to address
Research Question #3. This allows the researcher to develop and test hypotheses to determine
the level of variation between populations and speak to the relationship between variables
(Gravetter & Wallnau, 2011). Correlation analysis is used to look for relationships, and the
strength of those relationships, between variables and, finally, regression analysis is employed to
construct a linear equation to be able to predict Y values with a given X value.
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Research Method Summary

In summary, descriptive and inferential statistical procedures were applied to
demographic, academic and learning climate data from 379 public high schools in the state of
Illinois. Four research questions were used to guide the analysis procedures to examine the
relationship among college readiness scores, as identified by the ACT, and collective efficacy, as
measured by the Illinois 5Essentials Survey. All data examined comes from the Illinois School
Report Card and result from three different reporting groups: individual public high schools,
ACT and the University of Chicago.

CHAPTER 4: RESULTS AND INTERPRETATION OF DATA
Introduction

The purpose of this study was to examine the relationships among collective efficacy
factors, as measured by the Illinois 5Essentials Survey, and college readiness scores, as reported
by ACT, for high schools in the state of Illinois. To meet this purpose, answers to the following
questions are addressed:
1. What are the mean scores and standard deviations for all variables that are part of this
study? (Dependent variables: college readiness composite scores from the ACT test.
Independent variables: low income percentages, racial population percentages and
5Essentials category scores.)
2. What are the relationships between high school college readiness measures and collective
efficacy factors?
3. What are the differences based on location (Chicago, suburban, rural) among collective
efficacy factors and college readiness measures?
4. What collective efficacy factors predict college readiness?
In this quantitative study, dependent variables included college readiness composite
scores from the ACT as well as sub-test scores in each of the tested areas of the ACT (English,
mathematics, reading and science). Independent variables included low income percentages,
racial population percentages, and 5Essentials category scores. The target population (N = 567)
used in this study are public high schools in the state of Illinois whose 2015 data on, among other
things, school demographics, school achievement levels, and school environment are presented
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on the Illinois Report Card. Of the 567 high schools reporting data to the Illinois Interactive
Report Card, 379 high schools have full Illinois 5Essentials reports and college readiness reports
from the ACT test. These 379 schools represent the sample (n) for this study.
Data for this study were collected from the Illinois Report Card. Demographic data is
uploaded annually by schools for the Illinois Report Card, college readiness percentages are
independently uploaded to the Illinois Report Card by the American College Testing (ACT)
service, and data from the Illinois 5Essentials Survey is independently uploaded to the Illinois
Report Card by the University of Chicago.
Statistical software within Excel 2016 and SPSS version 23 was used to analyze the
collected data. The chapter begins with an overview of the demographic data, college readiness
scores and collective efficacy factors through analysis of their mean values and standard
deviation. ANOVA was then conducted to determine if there are differences among the
collective efficacy factor means and college readiness means based on locations of public high
schools (Chicago, suburban, rural). Next, correlations are presented to examine the strength of
relationships among the college readiness measures and collective efficacy factors. Finally,
regression analysis was conducted to determine which, if any, of the collective efficacy factors
have predictive qualities related to college readiness scores. In each case data is also presented
by location sub-groups (Chicago, suburban, and rural) for purposes of location comparison.
Analysis of Mean Score Values

In review of the demographic make-up of low income and ethnic groups across the
sample population, and the sub-groups within that sample, the following Table 1 presents the
percentage means and standard deviations of those groups.
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Table 1
Income and Ethnicity Mean Percentages and Standard Deviation Scores (SD)
All Illinois High
Schools

Chicago High
Schools

Suburban High
Schools

Rural High
Schools

% Low Income

48.47
(24.15)

89.60
(14.04)

39.90
(24.06)

43.02
(16.29)

% White

68.14
(34.18)

6.86
(11.45)

53.16
(29.31)

85.78
(18.22)

% Black

13.79
(26.25)

50.29
(39.91)

16.58
(26.08)

5.38
(13.04)

% Hispanic

13.20
(21.00)

38.27
(34.63)

22.20
(19.84)

5.03
(9.15)

% Asian

2.09
(4.21)

3.25
(5.42)

5.06
(6.58)

.84
(1.40)

% American Ind.

.23
(.30)

.23
(.23)

.30
(.27)

.21
(.31)

% 2+ Races

2.35
(2.03)

.99
(.99)

2.43
(1.35)

2.60
(2.26)

% Pacific Island.

.08
(.18)

.12
(.18)

.08
(.11)

.07
(.19)

Sample Size

n = 379

n = 50

n = 84

n = 245

It is clear from Table 1 that the largest concentration of schools with significant lowincome students are located within Chicago. Looking at the standard deviations presented in
Table 1, it can be inferred that with respect to Chicago, a mean of 89.6 with a standard deviation
of 14.0 indicates that the majority of high schools within the Chicago have a high percentage of
low-income students clustered closely around the mean (with 68% of scores falling within one
standard deviation above and below the mean).
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The largest population of schools with Black and Hispanic populations are found in the
Chicago sub-group. High schools in Chicago tend to have greater variance in the Black and
Hispanic populations (M = 50.29, SD = 39.91 and M = 38.27, SD= 34.63, respectively). With
regards to schools with large White populations, the rural high schools, representing the largest
sub-group (n = 245), also represent schools with the largest percentage of population for White
students (M = 85.78, SD = 18.21) relative to other sub-groups.
Table 2 presents mean percentages and standard deviations for college readiness
measures. The first column represents the percentage of students meeting the ACT composite
score (21) identifying them as college ready. The next four columns present the percentages of
students meeting or exceeding the ACT College Readiness Benchmark (CRB) in that academic
area. The sixth column, “% All 4 CRB,” shows the percentage of students meeting or exceeding
the CRBs in all four academic areas. Suburban high schools demonstrate the highest mean
values across all areas of college readiness measures and high schools in Chicago demonstrate
the lowest percentage of students meeting or exceeding each of these benchmark requirements.
However, observing the standard deviations for these percentages, the Chicago group of high
schools have a larger spread of scores within that first standard deviation in each of those
academic areas.
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Table 2
College Readiness Mean Percentages and Standard Deviation Scores (SD)
All Illinois High
Schools

Chicago High
Schools

Suburban High
Schools

Rural High
Schools

% College
Readiness

39.53
(18.45)

18.94
(22.76)

47.74
(20.67)

40.91
(12.88)

% English CRB

56.80
(17.60)

36.82
(23.72)

62.85
(18.05)

58.81
(12.56)

% Math CRB

32.75
(17.54)

15.30
(20.37)

41.56
(19.68)

33.29
(13.12)

% Reading CRB

34.34
(16.12)

15.72
(20.14)

41.01
(17.60)

35.85
(11.27)

% Science CRB

29.54
(15.62)

13.30
(18.32)

37.20
(18.16)

30.23
(11.13)

% All 4 CRB

19.09
(13.50)

7.38
(16.39)

26.38
(16.25)

18.99
(9.59)

Sample Size

n = 379

n = 50

n = 84

n = 245

Finally, Table 3 displays the mean values for the collective efficacy factors gathered
through the Illinois 5Essentials Survey; scores are grouped around the mid-point of the 1-5 scale,
thus 3. However, it is consistent across the sample groups that the factor of Effective Leaders
demonstrates the lowest score, while the factor of Ambitious Instruction is reported as the
highest mean score for each sub-group. From this data, it would appear that teachers and
students report great confidence in the level of instruction being delivered in the classrooms
across Illinois and present the least confidence in the effectiveness of the leaders of these
schools. The degree of standard deviation for collective efficacy factors is very small, as would
be expected when observing a large number of 5-point, Likert-type scores.
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Table 3
Collective Efficacy Mean Values and Standard Deviation Scores (SD)
All Illinois High
Schools

Chicago High
Schools

Suburban High
Schools

Rural High
Schools

Effective
Leaders

2.73
(.77)

3.02
(.80)

2.49
(.77)

2.75
(.75)

Collaborative
Teachers

3.05
(.83)

3.42
(.84)

3.20
(.83)

2.92
(.80)

Supportive
Environment

3.03
(.77)

3.32
(.74)

3.18
(.84)

2.91
(.72)

Ambitious
Instruction

3.27
(.72)

3.66
(.72)

3.48
(.57)

3.12
(.73)

Involved
Families
Average
Collective
Efficacy

3.05
(.86)

3.36
(.88)

3.29
(.95)

2.91
(.79)

3.03
(.79)

3.36
(.80)

3.13
(.79)

2.92
(.76)

Sample Size

n = 379

n = 50

n = 84

n = 245

Differences Among Collective Efficacy Factors and College Readiness Measures

To determine if there exist statistically significant differences among collective efficacy
factors and among college readiness measures based on location, a series of one-way ANOVA
tests was conducted. In each case, Post Hoc testing was done to determine which mean
differences are statistically significant. With unequal sample sizes, the Scheffe test was used.
ANOVA compared the collective efficacy factor of Effective Leadership among three
groupings of high schools identified in this study: Chicago, suburban and rural. The analysis
found statistically significant differences, F(2, 376) = 7.98, p < .001, but the strength of the
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relationship, η2 = .04, was weak. Post Hoc testing revealed significant difference between
Chicago high schools and Suburban high schools, F(2, 376) = 7.66, p < .01, and between
suburban and rural high schools, F(2, 376) = 3.61, p < .05. ANOVA results are presented in
Table 4.

Table 4
One-Way Analysis of Variance of Effective Leadership Among Chicago, Suburban and
Rural High Schools
Source

df

SS

MS

F

p

η2

Between groups

2

9.18

4.59

7.98

.00

.04

Within groups

376

216.28

.58

Total

378

225.46

Completing an analysis of the variance of Collaborative Teachers among Chicago,
Suburban and Rural high schools showed a significant difference among these factors, F(2, 376)
= 9.96, p < .001. The strength of the relationship, calculated by η2, was .05. These results are
presented in Table 5. Post Hoc testing showed statistical differences between Chicago and rural
high schools, F(2, 376) = 8.04, p < .01, and suburban and rural high schools F(2, 376) = 3.87, p
< .05. The strengths of these relationships were found to be η2 = .04 and η2 = .02, respectively.
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Table 5
One-Way Analysis of Variance of Collaborative Teachers Among Chicago, Suburban and
Rural High Schools
Source

df

SS

MS

F

p

η2

Between groups

2

13.04

6.52

9.96

.000

.05

Within groups

376

246.11

.65

Total

378

259.15

Table 6 shows the results for the ANOVA for the collective efficacy factor of Supportive
Environment among Chicago, suburban and rural high schools. Analysis found a statistically
significant difference among these groups, F(2, 376) = 8.26, p < .01. The strength of the
relationship, as calculated by η2, was .04. Post Hoc testing found statistical significant
differences between Chicago and rural high schools, F(2, 376) = 6.11, p < .01, and between
suburban and rural high schools, F(2, 376) = 3.91, p < .05. The strengths of these relationships
were both weak, η2 = .03 and η2 = .02, respectively.
Table 6
One-Way Analysis of Variance of Supportive Environment Among Chicago, Suburban and
Rural High Schools
Source

df

SS

MS

F

p

η2

Between groups

2

9.33

4.67

8.26

.000

.04

Within groups

376

212.40

.56

Total

378

221.74
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Analysis of variance was conducted for Ambitious Instruction among Chicago, suburban
and rural high schools in this study and presented in Table 7. A statistically significant
difference was found, F(2, 376) = 17.39, p < .01, with a relationship strength of η2 = .08. Post
Hoc analysis indicated differences exist between Chicago and Rural high schools, F(2, 376) =
12.69, p < .01, η2 = .06, and between Suburban and Rural high schools, F(2, 376) = 8.35, p <
.01, η2 = .04.

Table 7
One-Way Analysis of Variance of Ambitious Instruction Among Chicago, Suburban and
Rural High Schools
Source

df

SS

MS

F

p

η2

Between groups

2

16.81

8.40

17.39

.000

.08

Within groups

376

181.74

.48

Total

378

198.55

ANOVA was conducted on the final collective efficacy factor, Involved Families.
Among the three groupings of Chicago, suburban and rural high schools, the analysis found
statistical significant difference, F(2, 376) = 10.38, p < .01, η2 = .05. These results are presented
in Table 8. In Post Hoc testing, statistical significance in group differences were found between
suburban and rural high schools, F(2, 376) = 6.44, p < .01, η2 = .03, and between Chicago and
rural high schools, F(2, 376) = 199.89, p <.01, η2 = 1.00. As noted, this last test presented an
effect size of 1.00.
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Table 8
One-Way Analysis of Variance of Involved Families Among Chicago, Suburban and Rural
High Schools
Source

df

SS

MS

F

p

η2

Between groups

2

14.54

7.27

10.38

0.00

.05

Within groups

376

263.50

.70

Total

378

278.05

Finally, ANOVA was conducted to analyze the differences among Chicago, suburban
and rural high schools in college readiness means for percentage of students who meet the
college readiness ACT benchmark of 21. Statistical significant differences (results in Table 9
below) were found among the three groups, F(2, 376) = 50.68, p < .01, η2 = .21. Post Hoc
analysis showed statistically significant differences between Chicago and suburban schools, F(2,
376) = 48.22, p < .01, η2 = .20; between Chicago and rural schools, F(2, 376) = 37.18, p < .01, η2
= .16; and between suburban and rural schools, F(2, 376) = 5.41, p < .01, η2 = .02. Table 10
presents results of Post Hoc analysis.
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Table 9
One-Way Analysis of Variance of College Readiness Measures Among Chicago, Suburban
and Rural High Schools
Source

df

SS

MS

F

p

η2

Between groups

2

27323.43

13661.71

50.68

.000

.21

Within groups

376

101351.08

269.55

Total

378

128674.51

Table 10
Summary of Scheffe Post Hoc Test of College Readiness Measures Among Chicago,
Suburban and Rural High Schools
F

Fcrit

η2

Chicago X Suburban

48.22*

4.66

.20

Chicago X Rural

37.18*

4.66

.16

Suburban X Rural

5.41*

4.66

.02

Pair tested

*p < .01

Correlation of College Readiness Measures and Collective Efficacy Factors
The second research question for this dissertation, and the heart of this study, asks, “What
are the relationships between high school college readiness measures and collective efficacy
factors?” The analysis of these measures and factors examined the relationships among college
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readiness composite scores and the Illinois 5Essentials factors of Effective Leaders,
Collaborative Teachers, Involved Families, Supportive Environment and Ambitious Instruction.
When running the correlations among the college readiness measures and the collective
efficacy factors for all high schools in the study (n = 379), the strongest relationship exists
among college readiness and Involved Families (r2 = .24, p = .01), whereas the weakest
relationship exists among college readiness and Effective Leaders (r2 = 0.01, p = .05). This data
is presented in Table 11.
Looking deeper at the relationships among college readiness and demographic factors,
such as the percentage of low-income students in high schools and the percentage of ethnicities
in high schools within the state of Illinois, we see that there is a statistically significant, strong
negative correlation between the percentage of low-income students and college readiness (r2 =
.67, p < .01). Additionally, we find statistically significant correlations between each of the
ethnic groupings and college readiness. Among the ethnic groups, the strongest correlation was
among the percentage of Black students and college readiness. This was a negative correlation
(r2 = .28, p < .01). Table 12 presents this data.
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Table 11
Correlations Among College Readiness and Collective Efficacy Factors for Illinois High
Schools
College
Readiness

Effective
Leaders

Collaborative Supportive
Ambitious
Teachers
Environment Instruction

Involved
Families

(n = 379)
College
Readiness

1

Effective
Leaders

.11

1

Collaborative
Teachers

.22

.68**

1

Supportive
Environment

.42**

.46**

.51**

1

Ambitious
Instruction

.23**

.29**

.41**

.59**

1

.66**

.61**

.45**

Involved
.49**
.50**
Families
*p < .05, one-tail. **p < .01, one-tail.

1
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Table 12
Correlations Among Percentage Low Income / Ethnicity
and College Readiness for Illinois High Schools
(n = 379)
College Readiness
College Readiness

1

% Low Income

-.82**

% White

.52**

% Black

-.53**

% Hispanic

-.27**

% Asian

.36**

*p < .05, one-tail. **p < .01, one-tail.

As we take a closer look at the relationships among the ethnic groups in Illinois high
schools and the collective efficacy factors of the Illinois 5Essentials, we find that there are very
few statistically significant correlations. The emerging pattern across ethnicity does not correlate
with collective efficacy factors. Even where significant correlations were found (among percent
of Asian students), they were low. Table 13 presents this data.
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Table 13
Correlations Among Percentage of Students by Ethnicity and Collective Efficacy Factors for
Illinois High Schools

% White

% Black

% Hispanic

% Asian.

(n = 379)
Effective
Leaders

.14

-.17

.00

.02

Collab.
Teachers

-.04

-.09

.131

.23**

Supportive
Environ.

.09

-.19

.04

.28**

Ambitious
Instruction

-.16**

-.09

.11

.26**

Involved
Families

.02

-.12

.06

.35**

*p < .05, one-tail. **p < .01, one-tail.

Among the regional sub-groups of Chicago, suburban and rural schools, each group
showed statistically strong relationships with college readiness (r2 = .31, p < .01; r2 = .64, p <
.01; r2 = .26, p < .01, respectively). The suburban schools and rural schools produced their
weakest relationships among college readiness and Effective Leaders (r2 = 0.21, p < .01 and r2 =
.02, p < .05, respectively), while the Chicago schools exhibited the weakest relationship among
college readiness and Collaborative Teachers (r2 = 0.01, p < .05). This was, however, closely
followed by college readiness and Effective Leaders (r2 = 0.02, p < .05). The Pearson
correlations between pairs of variables are presented in Tables 14 through 16.
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Table 14
Correlations Among College Readiness and Collective Efficacy Factors in Chicago Schools
College
Readiness

Effective
Leaders

Collaborative Supportive
Ambitious
Teachers
Environment Instruction

Involved
Families

(n = 50)
College
Readiness

1

Effective
Leaders

.14

1

Collaborative
Teachers

.09

.82**

1

Supportive
Environment

.57**

.47**

.41**

1

Ambitious
Instruction

.52**

.41**

.35**

.75**

1

.51**

.61**

.49**

Involved
.56**
.61**
Families
*p < .05, one-tail. **p < .01, one-tail.

1
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Table 15
Correlations Among College Readiness and Collective Efficacy Factors in Suburban Schools
College
Readiness

Effective
Leaders

Collaborative Supportive
Ambitious
Teachers
Environment Instruction

Involved
Families

(n = 84)
College
Readiness

1

Effective
Leaders

.46**

1

Collaborative
Teachers

.62**

.73**

1

Supportive
Environment

.81**

.57**

.74**

1

Ambitious
Instruction

.48**

.48**

.53**

.55**

1

.72**

.72**

.55**

Involved
.80**
.58**
Families
*p < .05, one-tail. **p < .01, one-tail.

1
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Table 16
Correlations Among College Readiness and Collective Efficacy Factors in Rural Schools
College
Readiness

Effective
Leaders

Collaborative Supportive
Ambitious
Teachers
Environment Instruction

Involved
Families

(n = 245)
College
Readiness

1

Effective
Leaders

.14

1

Collaborative
Teachers

.26**

.67**

1

Supportive
Environment

.37**

.43**

.40**

1

Ambitious
Instruction

.26**

.24**

.33**

.54**

1

.64**

.52*

.36*

Involved
.51**
.49**
Families
*p < .05, one-tail. **p < .01, one-tail.

1

Predicting College Readiness Using Collective Efficacy Factors

Multiple linear regression was conducted on the full sample to predict college readiness
scores based on the collective efficacy factors of Effective Leaders, Collaborative Teachers,
Supportive Environment, Ambitious Instruction and Involved Families. A significant regression
equation was found [F(5, 373) = 33.41, p < .05], with an Adjusted R2 of .30. Table 17 provides a
full summary output of this regression.
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Table 17
Summary of Regression Analysis of Collective Efficacy Factors Predicting College Readiness
for Illinois High Schools (n = 379)
Variable

β

B

SE B

Constant

9.89

4.18

Effective Leaders

-4.33

1.42

-.18*

Collaborative Teachers

-2.36

1.53

-.11

Supportive Environment

7.11

1.49

.30**

Ambitious Instruction

-1.78

1.38

-.07

Involved Families

10.80

1.36

.50**

Constant

6.45

3.67

Effective Leaders

-5.45

1.22

-.23**

Supportive Environment

6.09

1.34

.25**

Involved Families

9.67

1.23

.45**

Constant

.894

3.54

Supportive Environment

4.77

1.34

.20**

Involved Families

7.93

1.20

.37**

Step 1

Step 2

Step 3

Note: R2 = .31 for Step 1, ΔR2 = -.01 for Step 2 (p = .10), ΔR2 = -.04 for Step 3 (p < .001).
* p < .05. ** p < .001.
Only three of the five collective efficacy factors (Effective Leaders, Supportive
Environment and Involved Families) were found to meet a minimum significance level (p < .05)
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acceptable to this study. Another regression was run with the remaining significant variables and
Step 2 shows these results. A final regression was run with the two variables (Supportive
Environment and Involved Families) with beta values demonstrating positive impact on the
relationship with the constant (college readiness scores). Step 3 of Table 17 displays the results
of this regression. In this instance, and with the removal of Effective Leaders as an influencing
variable, Supportive Environment and Involved Families produced a statistically significant
regression equation [F(1, 375) = 19.93, p < .001], with an Adjusted R2 of .26.
To reflect back to Research Question #3, similar regression analysis was conducted to
examine the predictive qualities of collective efficacy on college readiness based upon location.
Tables 18, 19 and 20 display the data output from these regressions for collective efficacy factors
meeting a minimum level of significance of p < .05.
Table 18 shows the results of a regression analysis conducted to predict the influence of
collective efficacy factors on college readiness scores at Chicago high schools. In the first step, a
statistically significant regression line equation was found [F(5, 44) = 9.48, p < .001] with an
Adjusted R2 of .46. Finding only one collective efficacy factor (Involved Families) to be
statistically significant within this sub-group, a second regression was conducted with a
statistically significant equation line [F(1, 48) = 22.49, p < .001] and an Adjusted R2 value of
.31, indicating that this factor alone accounts for 31% of the variance in college readiness scores
in Chicago high schools.
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Table 18
Summary of Regression Analysis of Collective Efficacy Factors Predicting College Readiness
in Chicago High Schools (n = 50)
Variable

β

B

SE B

Constant

-43.08

13.81

Effective Leaders

-7.83

5.63

-.27

Collaborative Teachers

-4.15

4.95

-.15

Supportive Environment

8.46

5.33

.28

Ambitious Instruction

9.79

5.01

.21

Involved Families

13.96

3.84

.54**

Constant

-30.41

10.75

Involved Families

14.69

3.10

Step 1

Step 2

.57**

Note: R2 = .52 for Step 1, ΔR2 = -.20 for Step 2 (p < .05). ** p < .001.

Table 19 presents a summary of regression analysis data for significant collective
efficacy factors predicting college readiness in suburban high schools. The analysis found a
statistically significant regression equation line [F(5, 78) = 52.91, p < .001] and an Adjusted R2
of .76. The two factors, Supportive Environment and Involved Families, were found to be
statistically significant and a second regression analysis was conducted which removed the
influence of Effective Leaders, Collaborative Teachers and Ambitious Instruction from the
model. Step 2 of Table 21 shows the results of this analysis that resulted in a statistically
significant regression line [F(2, 81) = 126.54, p < .001] and an Adjusted R2 of .75.
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Table 19
Summary of Regression Analysis of Collective Efficacy Factors Predicting College Readiness
in Suburban High Schools (n = 84)
Variable

β

B

SE B

Constant

-17.40

6.97

Effective Leaders

-2.08

2.16

-.08

Collaborative Teachers

-2.95

2.51

-.12

Supportive Environment

14.129

2.21

.57**

-.96

2.47

-.03

11.62

1.88

.54**

Constant

-22.63

4.59

Supportive Environment

11.93

1.95

.48**

Involved Families

9.88

1.72

.46**

Step 1

Ambitious Instruction
Involved Families
Step 2

Note: R2 = .76 for Step 1, ΔR2 = -.02 for Step 2 (p = .18). ** p < .001.

Table 20 provides a summary of results for a regression analysis of statistically
significant collective efficacy factors in rural high schools. Again, multiple steps were taken in
this analysis to attempt to determine the collective efficacy factors with the greatest predictive
influence on college readiness scores for rural high schools. In the initial regression, all five
collective efficacy factors accounted for 31% of the variance in the test [R2 = .31, F(5, 239) =
21.14], with an Adjusted R2 value of .29. Three collective efficacy factors (Effective Leaders,
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Supportive Environment and Involved Families) were found to meet a minimum significance
threshold of p < .05. These three factors accounted for 31% of the variance in the test [R2 = .31,
F(3, 241) = 35.33, p < .001], with an Adjusted R2 value of .30. As with the regression analysis
of the full sample of Illinois high schools, a third regression was run for the two variables
(Supportive Environment and Involved Families) with beta values demonstrating positive impact
on the relationship with the constant (college readiness scores). In this step of the model, the two
factors accounted for 28% of the variance in the test [R2 = .28, F(2, 242) = 46.67, p < .001], with
an Adjusted R2 value of .27. The summary of regression statistics are presented in Table 20.
As a final examination of the data, regression analysis was performed to determine if the
percentage of low-income students in school, or the percentage of a specific ethnic group, could
predict college readiness. A statistically significant regression equation was found [F(8, 370) =
125.47, p < .001], with an Adjusted R2 of .73. Two variables were found to meet the required
level of significance for this study (p < .05): % Low Income and % Asian. A second regression
was conducted and a statistically significant regression equation was constructed [F(2, 376) =
489.76, p < .001], with an Adjusted R2 of .72. Table 21 displays these results.
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Table 20
Summary of Regression Analysis of All Collective Efficacy Factors Predicting College
Readiness in Rural High Schools (n = 245)
Variable

β

B

SE B

Constant

15.23

3.73

Effective Leaders

-3.03

1.29

-.18*

Collaborative Teachers

-.62

1.36

-.04

Supportive Environment

3.17

1.29

.18*

Ambitious Instruction

.61

1.15

.04

Involved Families

8.48

1.24

.52**

Constant

15.88

3.34

Effective Leaders

-3.35

1.09

-.19*

Supportive Environment

3.48

1.15

.20*

Involved Families

8.29

1.10

.51**

Constant

12.48

3.21

Supportive Environment

2.65

1014

.15*

Involved Families

7.13

1.05

.44**

Step 1

Step 2

Step 3

Note: R2 = .31 for Step 1, ΔR2 = -.00 for Step 2 (p = .81), ΔR2 = -.03 for Step 3 (p < .05).
* p < .05. ** p < .001.
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Table 21
Summary of Regression Analysis of Demographic Data Predicting College Readiness for
Illinois High Schools (n = 379)
Variable

β

B

SE B

31.80

46.76

% Low Income

-.60

.04

-.79***

% White

.33

.47

.61

% Black

.32

.47

.45

% Hispanic

.38

.47

.43

% Asian

1.28

.49

.29**

% American Indian

2.54

1.82

.04

% 2+ Races

.87

.54

.10

% Pacific Islander

.42

2.92

.00

66.24

1.20

% Low Income

-.60

.02

-.78***

% Asian

1.04

.12

.24***

Step 1
Constant

Step 2
Constant

Note: R2 = .73 for Step 1, ΔR2 = -.008 for Step 2 (p < .001). *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Chapter Summary

Following a review of the purpose and research questions for this study, this chapter
began with an overview of demographic data, college readiness scores and collective efficacy
factors of a sample of Illinois public high schools (n = 379) through analysis of their mean values
and standard deviations. ANOVA was then conducted to determine if there are differences
among the collective efficacy factor means and college readiness measures based on location of
the public high schools (Chicago, suburban or rural). Next, correlations were presented to
examine the relationships among the college readiness measures and collective efficacy factors.
Further analyses of these relationships were conducted among the sub-groups within this study
(Chicago, suburban, and rural high schools). Finally, regression analysis was conducted to
determine which, if any, of the collective efficacy factors could be predicted to have positive
impact on college readiness measures in high schools.
Reflecting on the demographic data, we see that public high schools with the largest
percentages of low-income students and minority students are found in the Chicago schools (n =
50), while the greatest concentration of White students are found in the rural high schools (n =
245). Across all high schools in this study, schools report the lowest mean values for the
collective efficacy factor of Effective Leadership and the highest mean value for Ambitious
Instruction, indicating greater confidence in the level of instruction provided, whereas the lowest
confidence was found in the area of leadership in these schools. It is also worthwhile to note that
the smallest variance of scores, across all sub-groups, was for the collective efficacy factor of
Ambitious Instruction, with the suburban high schools (n = 84) being particularly clustered
around the mean (SD = .57).
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ANOVA suggests that there are statistically significant differences among the three
sample populations (Chicago, suburban and rural high schools) in their reporting of the five
collective efficacy factors (Effective Leaders, Collaborative Teachers, Supportive Environment,
Ambitious Instruction, and Involved Families). In each case, however, the effect sizes reported
weak strengths to these differences. When conducting Scheffe Post Hoc tests for each ANOVA,
suburban high schools demonstrated significant difference among mean scores from Chicago and
rural high schools (η2 = .04 and .02, respectively) on the factor of Effective Leaders. The factor
of Involved Families showed a surprisingly large effect size during Post Hoc testing of Chicago
and rural schools (η2 = 1.00) in favor of the rural high schools.
Additionally, statistically significant differences exist among the three sample population
means with regards to college readiness measures. From the data provided through ANOVA,
and the subsequent Scheffe Post Hoc test, it suggests that Chicago high schools have the largest
effect on differences in mean scores in this analysis from suburban high schools (η2 = .20) and
rural high schools (η2 = .16). See Tables 9 and 10 for results.
Relationships among college readiness and the collective efficacy factors were strongest
with the factors of Involved Families and Supportive Environment. This was especially true in
suburban high schools with coefficients of determination (r2) scores of .65 and .66, respectively.
The Effective Leader factor presented the lowest correlation with college readiness overall, as
well as in two out of three of the sub-groups. Chicago high schools demonstrated a slightly
lower correlation for the factor of Collaborative Teacher than for Effective Leader (.09 and .14,
respectively) with college readiness.
To determine the predictive qualities of collective efficacy factors on college readiness,
both Supportive Environment and Involved Families presented evidence that they had positive
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impact on college readiness scores (β = .20, p < .001 and β = .37, p < .001, respectively). This
was consistent among all sub-groups as well as the full sample of high schools. While overall in
the sample Effective Leaders presented data showing the largest negative impact on college
readiness scores (β = -.18, p < .05), among the location sub-groups, this was statistically
significant only for rural high schools (β = .18, p < .05).
Finally, to ascertain the predictive qualities of socio-economic status or ethnic
background on college readiness, a regression analysis was conducted on these variables and it
was found that socio-economic status of a high school (% Low Income) is predicted to have a
negative impact on a school’s college readiness score (β = -.78, p < .001), while the percentage
of Asian population (% Asian) in a high school is predicted to have a positive impact on a
school’s college readiness score (β = .24, p < .001).
The information learned from this research will contribute to the base of understanding
regarding the relationship among college readiness scores and collective efficacy for high
schools in the state of Illinois. This is particularly relevant during this time of increased
accountability for public high schools and will benefit decision-making regarding high school
reform in Illinois. Chapter 5 will provide interpretation of this data, conclusions that can be
drawn from the data and suggestions for future research.

CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Introduction

One of the goals of public education has long been the improvement of individual lives
and the societies in which they live (Bennett, 1988). Currently, part of that definition includes
preparing high school graduates for post-secondary success, whether that be higher educational
institutions or in a career path. Thus, high schools have an obligation to provide a quality
education as a firm foundation for students. This includes not only academic preparedness but
also a firm foundation in understanding how to navigate the educational system so as to take
advantage of the resources available for success (Conley, 2008; Duggan, 2010; Roderick,
Nagaoka and Coca, 2009; Wolniak & Engberg, 2010).
But high schools are complex social organizations that require those working in them to
interact in a collective manner to achieve the goals of post-secondary readiness for their students.
Through the interactions of staff and students and the perceptions that they can have a positive
impact on student achievement, a sense of collective efficacy is built and a virtuous cycle of
improvement occurs (Hoy, Sweetland, & Smith, 2002). American education now operates
within an environment of scrutiny and reform, and schools are tasked to demonstrate success
through academic achievement and the development of positive cultural climate, both of which
are identified by the Illinois State Board of Education as integral to schools in the state of
Illinois.
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationships among collective efficacy
factors, as measured by the Illinois 5Essentials Survey, and college readiness scores, as reported
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by ACT, for high schools in the state of Illinois. Research, presented in Chapter 2, elaborates
upon the concept of self-efficacy and elevates it to the collective level where, as identified by
Albert Bandura (1993), it becomes the most critical component that affects student achievement
in schools. The Illinois 5Essentials Survey results, as a tool to report on the perceived beliefs
that teachers and students have regarding the ability of the school to achieve its goals, are
published on the Illinois School Report Card each year and used by many different stakeholders
to examine schools. These, in combination with the college readiness scores published by the
ACT, then become critical benchmarks that high school leadership teams use to improve upon
structures for improvement in their schools.
In this quantitative study, examination of the relationship among collective efficacy
factors and student achievement was guided by the following research questions:
1. What are the mean scores and standard deviations for all variables that are part of this
study? (Dependent variables: college readiness composite scores from the ACT test.
Independent variables: low income percentages, racial population percentages and
5Essentials category scores.)
2. What are the relationships between high school college readiness measures and collective
efficacy factors?
3. What are the differences based on location (Chicago, suburban, rural) among collective
efficacy factors and college readiness measures?
4. What collective efficacy factors predict college readiness?
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Discussion

Research Question #1: What are the mean scores and standard deviations for all variables that
are part of this study?

Examination of demographic data (low income percentages and racial population
percentages) and 5Essentials category scores reveals information that may be consistent with
what a reader might expect to see. Among Illinois high schools included in this study, the
average percentage of low-income populations is 48.47%. As we examine the different regions
identified by this study (Chicago, suburban, and rural), it is not surprising to find this average
much higher among the schools within Chicago (M = 89.60, SD = 14.04). As we turn to look at
the racial groupings, the average population for White students in Illinois high schools is 68.14%
(SD = 34.18) and the largest concentration of White students is found in rural high schools,
comprising an average of 85.78% of the population of these schools. On the other hand, Chicago
high schools have a small percentage of their student populations made up of White students (M
= 6.86%), while the population of Black and Hispanic students in these schools combined to
represent 88.56% of the population.
With the information from these data sets, we then look for relationships among the
percentage of low-income populations, racial populations and college readiness scores in Illinois
high schools. With the lowest percentage of students meeting the ACT college readiness
benchmarks found in the Chicago high schools, we see support for the notion that discrepancies
exist among high school student achievement for Blacks and Hispanics based on the presence of
low-income populations. In fact, Table 12 in Chapter 4 does show a statistically significant
negative correlation (r = -.82, p < .01, one-tail) among the percentage of low-income students
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and college readiness scores for Illinois high schools. Regarding racial groupings (White, Black,
Hispanic, and Asian) in high schools statewide, and in each of the regional sub-groups,
statistically significant correlations exist among each of these groups and college readiness
scores. Correlation results for White and Asian populations were positive (r = +.52, p < .01 and
r = .36, p < .01, respectively), while negative for Black and Hispanic populations (r = -.53, p <
.01 and r = -.27, p < .01, respectively). Thus, we have our strongest representation of lowincome population and Black and Hispanic populations represented in the Chicago high schools
(as a percentage of the population) with evidence that there is a strong negative correlation
among low income percentages and lower college readiness scores (r = -.82, r2 = .67, p < .01,
one-tail).
It would then be reasonable to expect that these factors affect the collective efficacy of
the organization. Research by Balfanz (2009) addresses this when he identifies that there is a
strong connection between the attendance of Black and Hispanic students in schools that have
high concentrations of low-income students and he found that “…Latino and African American
students appear to be three times more likely than white students and two times more likely than
Asian American students to attend high schools that must confront the challenges of
concentrated poverty” (p. 20). As pointed out by Evans (2009), teachers working in low socioeconomic status (SES) schools, “…where teachers feel overwhelmed by the ‘difficulties’
children bring to school…,” are more likely to not feel strong levels of efficacy towards the
progress that they make with students (p. 73). This in turn leads to lowered levels of expectation
for students, lowered levels of rigor in the classroom and the kind of inequity in education that
Evans (2009) discusses.
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Ironically, it is these same populations in Chicago that report, along with their teachers,
above-median scores in all of the collective efficacy factors on the Illinois 5Essentials Survey.
Despite the lowest college readiness achievement scores, students and teachers report a relatively
high average efficacy score (3.66 on a 5-point scale) in the category of Ambitious Instruction.
The fact that Chicago scored high on the 5Essentials Survey has been addressed by Gordon et al.
(2016), where they cite three possible reasons:
First, CPS teachers and school officials have had greater exposure to the essential
supports framework, and they may be more truthful in their reports of the implementation
of the essential reports. Second, the 5Essential surveys were designed for the Chicago
context, and may be missing relevant aspects of organizational climate in schools outside
of large urban contexts. Third, the associations in Chicago may reflect particularly strong
selection processes; high-performing students may be drawn to schools that are already
strong in the essential supports. (p. 4)

Research Question #2: What are the relationships between high school college readiness
measures and collective efficacy factors?

Research Question #3: What are the differences based on location (Chicago, suburban, rural)
among collective efficacy factors and college readiness measures?

The above two research questions can be examined together as we look at relationships
among college readiness measures and collective efficacy factors. This data is presented in
Tables 11 and 17 through 19 in Chapter 4.
Statewide among public high schools, and consistently among the different regional subgroups, the strongest statistically significant correlations exist between college readiness
achievement and the 5Essentials factors of Supportive Environment and Involved Families.
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While they may alternate among the sub-groups as to which has the strongest correlation, it is
clear that these two factors have the strongest relationship to college readiness scores.
On the other hand, the factor that correlates the least with college readiness is Effective
Leaders. Statewide among public high schools, and among two out of three of the regional subgroups, this low correlation is not statistically significant. Only in suburban high schools does
this present a correlation that is statistically significant and approaching strong correlation (r2 =
.21, p < .01). Interestingly, the weakest correlation among college readiness achievement and
the 5Essentials factors for the Chicago public high schools was with the factor of Collaborative
Teachers. This relationship, though not statistically significant, is very low (r = +.09, r2 = .01, p
< .05, one-tail) and points to the perception that teachers at Chicago public high schools have
low levels of efficacy with their colleagues.
One additional conflicting piece of data for Chicago public high schools is the presence
of a strong relationship among college readiness scores and the 5Essentials factor of Ambitious
Instruction. This relationship, found in Table 16 of Chapter 4, (r = +.52, r2 = .27, p < .01, onetail) is nearly as strong as both of the factors Supportive Environment and Involved Families and
speaks to the perceived strong levels of efficacy that teachers and students in the Chicago high
schools have for the academic instruction that takes place in their schools. Yet this perception of
strong levels of academic instruction is not reflected in outcomes of high achievement, as only
18.94% of Chicago high school students meet the ACT College Readiness Benchmark of 21 and
are 20.59 points below the average (39.53%) for all high schools in the state of Illinois. To
reconcile this conflict, it is worth noting that while the Illinois 5Essentials Survey is administered
statewide, the results provided are contextual to the high schools in which they are given. As
noted above, Chicago high schools have had greater exposure over time to the survey and with
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this exposure comes greater familiarity with the questions asked (see Appendix A for student
questions). At the same time, with the selective enrollment opportunities that exist in Chicago,
students with high achievement have the opportunity to attend schools with other high-achieving
students. Greater concentration of students with high academic achievement potential in one
school may have an offsetting influence over socio-economic and minority status. As Gordon et
al. (2016) found, “…removing these schools from the analysis does result in the associations in
CPS declining substantially…” (p. 4).

Research Question #4: What collective efficacy factors predict college readiness?

In our regression model, in which the dependent variable of College Readiness was
regressed against the independent variables of collective efficacy factors (Effective Leaders,
Collaborative Teachers, Supportive Environment, Ambitious Instruction, and Involved Families),
we found that 30% of the variance in the college readiness score could be attributed to these
5Essentials factors. As we further examined those that were found statistically significant, a
second regression, in which the factors of Collaborative Teachers and Ambitious Instruction
were removed from the model due to lack of statistical significance, the same 30% variance in
college readiness score influence remained. However, the collective efficacy factor of Effective
Leaders again produced a negative beta value. When this factor was removed for a third
regression, the remaining two factors, Supportive Environment and Involved Families, continued
to maintain a 26% influence in the variance of college readiness scores for high schools in this
study. From the evidence presented in Tables 19 through 22 of Chapter 4, it is clear that the
5Essentials factors of Supportive Environment and Involved Families are the only two factors to
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have statistically significant, predictive qualities for positive impact on achievement in college
readiness.
Research by Kwong and Davis (2015) supports the importance of student perception of
support on achievement. They found that “…the more students felt supported by their peers,
teachers, and parents, the more likely they were to … succeed academically” (p. 77).
Additionally, the authors identified that when students had higher perceptions of safety at their
school (another concept measured by Supportive Environment), they were more likely to reflect
“…higher standardized test scores” (p. 77).
Gunal and Nukhet Demirtash (2016) found similar results for the presence of high
expectations and support of students and the importance of having a safe environment for
students to achieve academically. However, their study also includes the factor of “Positive
School-Parent Relationship” and found that higher student achievement results from greater
parental involvement with a student’s school (p. 2052).
It is noteworthy that when the model to identify collective efficacy predictors of college
readiness was applied to Chicago high school data alone, the only statistically significant
collective efficacy factor proved to be Involved Families. While all factors combined to account
for 51% of the variance in college readiness scores, Involved Families alone accounted for 30%
of that variance. However, in a recent study conducted by Gordon et al. (2016), 2013 5Essentials
data was studied and it was found that the 5Essentials factor of Supportive Environment proved
to have the largest association with student achievement, with a beta factor of .47.
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Conclusions and Implications

In the first chapter of this study, a framework was suggested as a lens from which to view
the relationship among collective efficacy factors and student achievement. In this framework,
Effective Leaders, or leadership, was viewed as the driving force from which organizational
change and reform happens in schools (Bryk et al., 2010). Indeed, one can hardly throw a stone
without hitting a research report that connects the importance of strong leadership and school
improvement. However, when we focus our viewpoint through the collective efficacy data
compiled from this study, it becomes less clear that the driving sub-system for student
achievement in high schools comes from the perceived effectiveness of those school leaders.
Even when we view the data from a regional standpoint, Effective Leaders consistently
demonstrate lower correlations relative to other efficacy factors.
It is necessary that leadership provides a vision and direction for an organization to
operate and to use resources effectively and efficiently. However, the data is clear that the
perception of school efficacy, as it relates to the leadership provided at the school level, is that
not only are there minimal and weak correlation results of leadership and student achievement,
but that it has a negative impact when used as a predictor of student achievement. One possible
reason for this view of leadership might be an inherent limitation of this study itself; the
reporting of collective efficacy, through the Illinois 5Essentials Survey, is a report of the
perception of students and teachers about their schools. Specifically in the category of Effective
Leaders, it is the perception of teachers about how they view the imposition and implementation
of leadership vision and the activities of leaders in their schools. Bias towards the school leader
may have crept into the reporting. Also, the Illinois 5Essentials Survey does not provide a
responsive voice for administrative leaders at the district or building levels (school
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administrators do not participate in the survey). Thus, direct input from one of the most
influential components of the essential supports (leadership, according to Bryk et al. 2010) is left
out of the reporting function for the organization.
This raises questions about the understanding that high school communities have
regarding the direct and indirect roles that school leaders play in the development of collective
efficacy levels within the organization. If we can detect the effects of leadership on self and
collective efficacy, then we can contribute to higher levels of school effectiveness, ultimately
resulting in improved student achievement (Calik et al., 2012).
This study did find that student achievement, as measured by college readiness, is most
impacted by the involvement of families (Involved Families), followed by the perceived
supportiveness in the learning environment (Supportive Environment). Through the
development of peer and family networks, such as those discussed by Engberg and Wolniak
(2009), Young (2011), and Nelson and DeBacker (2008), students can build positive experiences
in high schools that lead to post-secondary successes. It is through these experiences, both
personal and vicarious, that the connections to schools and the development of a school-going
culture, as described by Conley (2008), is developed.
It is incumbent upon high schools, then, to create greater opportunities for families to
become engaged in the communal life of the high school. Specifically, involvement in the
development and evaluation of school curricula, understanding of the school improvement
planning process and knowledge of resources that can positively impact student academics
through the exposure to educational experiences in which students and families gain firsthand
understanding and knowledge of the educational environment and how to navigate it. As Conley
(2008) referred to the development of college knowledge as leading to success in post-secondary

92
schools, a deeper understanding of the high school system by families builds a sense of
connectedness that promotes a school’s collective efficacy through the involvement of families.
At the same time, it is essential that schools take steps to create supportive environments
to assist students who might struggle. This is especially true for those schools whose socioeconomic status reflects large amounts of low-income families. From the data presented in this
study, along with research by Evans (2009) and Gordon et al. (2016), a relationship exists
between low income status and low achievement scores. Ensuring that students see the learning
environment as safe and comfortable is a critical first step to supporting student learning.
Making sure that interventions are in place when students are having trouble academically and
actions that can be taken to help them improve signals to students that perseverance is important.
Additionally, making sure that there is a culture of rigor and success, along with the message that
learning is important, is vital to building the perception that support networks are in place and
schools will do what is needed to help students achieve.
However, this also requires that a clear, consistent message defining what rigorous
instruction looks like must be provided for students and teachers in the schools. In this study, it
was found that despite Chicago high schools posting the lowest percentage of students meeting
college readiness benchmarks, they reported the highest incidence of perceived Ambitious
Instruction in the state. We can acknowledge research (Gordon et al., 2016) identifying that
students in Chicago high schools have had more experience in responding to the 5Essentials
Survey and therefore may have better understanding of the survey questions. However, that only
exacerbates the problem in using the 5Essentials Survey as a statewide tool for school
accountability when one segment of a population relates that they have rigorous instruction yet
post low achievement. Could this be a function of the definition of rigorous instruction and the
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expectations that teachers have for students in Chicago? Because of the challenges presented in
urban, low-income environments, lowered expectations for students can exist and can result in
lower achievement results by those students (Gehrke, 2005). Communication of lowered
expectations, whether intentional or unintentional, establishes conflicting views of rigor on the
part of students. Further investigation into the mismatch of student perceptions of academic
rigor and achievement resulting in Chicago high schools is needed to contextualize the data and
fully understand its place relative to other high schools throughout the state of Illinois if we are
to fully use the 5Essentials Survey to advance learning for high school students.
Therefore, in a return to our initial framework, it might make more sense to envision this
framework from a three-dimensional view: Effective Leaders are part of the throughput of the
organization but serve as a bottom, foundational piece that establishes the parameters within
which the Collaborative Teachers develop and deliver Ambitious Instruction. Wrapped around
all of this is a Supportive Environment that encapsulates the work done by the teachers and
students within the school. This in turn is enveloped by a layer of Involved Families who have
access to, and regularly do access, the high school environment to support the schools and the
students.
Recommendations for Future Research

This study began with a problem statement that identified the need to increase the amount
of academic research related to the role that collective efficacy in high schools and the lack of
research demonstrating relevance among the 5Essentials collective efficacy factors for impacting
student achievement in Illinois high schools. This “call to arms” is echoed by Gordon et al.
(2016) as they state their “…hope that by collecting and accumulating data for Illinois schools in
the future, researchers will gain a thorough understanding of how to measure school climate in
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various contexts and provide schools and districts with information about how school climate
matters (or does not matter) for student outcomes” (p. 4).
Additionally, it is critical that more research be conducted to fully understand the impact
of climate / efficacy measures on organizations and the decisions that are derived from them.
With the passage of the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), one of the requirements is that
schools produce some form of evidence about their learning culture. It is important that schools
fully understand what is being measured through climate / efficacy measures and how to best use
the results of these studies so as to make logical improvements for student learning that facilitate
a supportive environment and family involvement.
A component of these climate / efficacy measures that needs greater attention and further
research is in the area of understanding and defining Effective Leaders and their impact on
student achievement. The perception reported in this study is that, overall, leadership
demonstrates a weak relationship and negative association with student achievement. Yet, other
research points to the importance that leadership plays in establishing the direction and vision of
a school (Bryk et al., 2010; Calik et al., 2012; Hoy et al., 2006). If we accept the premise that the
collective efficacy of teachers is the most critical factor affecting student achievement in schools
(Bandura, 1993), then focus must be placed upon what school leaders currently do, and need to
do, to support the collective efficacy of teachers. Since the accountability measures of the
recently retired NCLB (2001) and the recently enacted ESSA have made schools accountable for
demonstrating student achievement (and now school quality), it is imperative that further
research be conducted to clarify the role that school leaders play in meeting these accountability
measures. Furthermore, as Evans (2009) pointed out, additional research into the levels of
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efficacy held by school leaders is needed to identify how they can best work with teachers to
build the collective efficacy of their organizations to improve student achievement.
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Illinois 5 Essentials: Student Questions
1) How safe do you feel:
5Essentials Factor: Supportive Environment
Not safe
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

Somewhat
safe

Mostly
safe

Very
safe

Agree

Strongly
agree

In the hallways of the school.
In the bathrooms of the school.
Outside around the school.
Traveling between home and school.
In you classes.

2) How much do you disagree or agree with the following:
5Essentials Factor: Supportive Environment
Strongly
Disagree
disagree
a) When my teachers tell me not to do
something, I know they have a good
reason.
b) I feel safe and comfortable with my
teachers at this school.
c) My teachers always keep their promises.
d) My teachers will always listen to students’
ideas.
e) My teachers treat me with respect.

3) How many of the students in your [TARGET] class (Target = English or Math):
5Essentials Factor: Supportive Environment
About
None
A few
Some
half
a) Feel it is important to come to school
every day.
b) Feel it is important to pay attention in
class.
c) Think doing homework is important.
d) Try hard to get good grades.

Most

4) How much do disagree or agree with the following statements about your [TARGET] class:
5Essentials Factor: Ambitious Instruction
Strongly
Strongly
Disagree
Agree
disagree
agree
a) This class really makes me think.
b) I’m really learning a lot in this class.

All
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5) In my [TARGET] class, my teacher:
5Essentials Factor: Ambitious Instruction
Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly
agree

Never

Once in a
while

Most
of the
time

All the
time

a) Expects everyone to work hard.
b) Expects me to do my best all the time.
c) Wants us to become better thinkers, not
just memorize things.
6) In your [TARGET] class, how often:
5Essentials Factor: Ambitious Instruction

a) Are you challenged?
b) Do you have to work hard to do well?
c) Does the teacher ask difficult questions on
tests?
d) Does the teacher ask difficult questions in
class?
7) How much do you agree with the following statements about your [TARGET] class: The teacher for this
class:
5Essentials Factor: Supportive Environment
Strongly
Strongly
Disagree
Agree
disagree
agree
a) Helps me catch up if I am behind.
b) Is willing to give extra help on
schoolwork if I need it.
c) Notices if I have trouble learning
something.
d) Gives me specific suggestions about how
I can improve my work in this class.
e) Explains things in a different way if I
don’t understand something in class.
8) How much do you agree with the following? At my high school:
5Essentials Factor: No specific Factor associated
Strongly
Disagree
disagree
a) Teachers make sure that all students are
planning for life after graduation.
b) Teachers work hard to make sure that all
students are learning.
c) High school is seen as preparation for the
future.
d) All students are encouraged to go to
college.
e) Teacher pay attention to all students, not
just the top students.
f) Teachers work hard to make sure that
students stay in school.

Agree

Strongly
agree
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9) In your ENGLISH/READING/LITERATURE class this year, how often do you do the following:
5Essentials Factor: Ambitious Instruction
Once
Once or
Once or Almost
or
Never
twice a
twice a
every
twice a
semester
week
day
month
a) Debate the meaning of a reading.
b) Discuss connections between a reading
and real life people or situations.
c) Discuss how culture, time, or place affects
an author’s writing.
d) Improve a piece of writing as a class or
with partners.
e) Rewrite a paper or essay in response to
comments.
f) (Grades 9-12 Only) Explain how writers
use tools like symbolism and metaphor to
communicate meaning.
10) In your MATH class this year, how often do you do the following:
5Essentials Factor: Ambitious Instruction
Never
a)

Apply math situations in life outside
of school.
b) Discuss possible solutions to
problems with other students.
c) Explain how you solved a problem to
the class.
d) Write a few sentences to explain how
you solved a math problem.
e) Write a math problem for other
students to solve.
f) (Grades 9-12 Only) Solve a problem
with multiple steps that takes more
than 20 minutes.

Once or
twice a
semester

Once
or
twice a
month

Once or
twice a
week

Almost
every
day
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Illinois 5Essentials: Teacher Questions
11) This school year, how often have you:
5Essentials Factor: Collaborative Teachers
None

Some

About
half

Most

Nearly
all

None

Some

About
half

Most

Nearly
all

Observed another teacher’s classrooms to
offer feedback?
b) Observed another teacher’s classroom to
get ideas for your own instruction?
c) Gone over student assessment data with
other teachers to make instructional
decisions?
d) Work with other teachers to develop
materials or activities for particular
classes?
e) Worked on instructional strategies with
other teachers?
a)

12) How many teachers in this school:
5Essentials Factor: Collaborative Teachers

a)

Help maintain discipline in the entire
school, not just their classroom.
b) Take responsibility for improving the
school.
c) Feel responsible to help each other do
their best.
d) Feel responsible that all students learn.
e) Feel responsible for helping students
develop self-control.
f) Feel responsible when students in this
school fail.
13) How many teachers at this school feel good about parents’ support for their work?
5Essentials Factor: Involved Families
About
None
Some
Most
half

Nearly
all

14) For the students you teach this year, how many of their parents:
5Essentials Factor: Involved Families
None
a) Support your teaching efforts.
b) Do their best to help their children learn.

Some

About
half

Most

Nearly
all
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15) To what extent do you feel respected by the parents of your students?
5Essentials Factor: Involved Families
Not at
all

A little

Some

To a
great
extent

16) Please indicate the extent to which you disagree or agree with each of the following statements about
your school:
5Essentials Factor: Involved Families
Strongly
Strongly
Disagree
Agree
disagree
agree
a) Teachers and parents think of each
other as partners in educating
children.
b) Staff at this school work hard to
build trusting relationships with
parents.
17) To what extent do you feel respected by your principal?
5Essentials Factor: Effective Leaders
Not at all

A little

Some

To a
great
extent

18) Please mark the extent to which you disagree or agree with each of the following:
5Essentials Factor: Effective Leaders
Strongly
Strongly
Disagree
Agree
disagree
agree
a) The principal has confidence in the
expertise of the teachers.
b) I trust the principal at his or her
word.
c) It’s OK in this school to discuss
feelings, worries, and frustrations
with the principal.
d) The principal takes a personal
interest in the professional
development of teachers.
e) The principal looks out for the
personal welfare of the faculty
members.
f) The principal places the needs of
children ahead of personal and
political interests.
g) The principal at this school is an
effective manager who makes the
school run smoothly.

108
19) To what extent do you feel respected by other teachers?
5Essentials Factor: Collaborative Teachers
Not at all

A little

Some

To a
great
extent

20) Please mark the extent to which you disagree or agree with each of the following:
5Essentials Factor: Collaborative Teachers
Strongly
Strongly
Disagree
Agree
disagree
Agree
a) Teacher in this school trust each
other.
b) It’s OK in this school to discuss
feelings, worries, and frustrations
with other teachers.
c) Teachers respect other teachers who
take the lead in school improvement
efforts.
d) Teacher at this school respect those
colleagues who are experts at their
craft.
21) Please mark the extent to which you disagree or agree with each of the following:
5Essentials Factor: Collaborative Teachers
Strongly
Strongly
Disagree
Agree
disagree
Agree
a) I usually look forward to each
working day at this school.
b) I wouldn’t want to work in any other
school.
c) I feel loyal to this school.
d) I would recommend this school to
parents seeking a place for their
child.
22) For the students you teach this year, how many of their parents:
5Essentials Factor: Involved Families
None
Some
About half
a) Attended parent-teacher conferences
when you requested them.
b) Volunteered time to support the
school (e.g., volunteer in classrooms,
help with school-wide events, etc.).
c) Contacted me about their child’s
performance.
d) Respond to my suggestions for
helping their child.

Most

All
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23) For how long does a student have to be absent before you contact his or her parents/guardians?
5Essentials Factor: No specific Factor associated
I never
contact
parents /
I month
About a
1 or 2
guardians
2-4 weeks
or longer
week
days
because
of
absences

24) How often do you?
5Essentials Factor: No specific Factor associated
Never

1-2 times
a year

About
once a
month

Weekly
or
almost
daily

a)

Solicit information from parents /
guardians about their child?
b) Send home correspondence to
parents / guardians about the work
students are doing in class?
25) In a typical week, how much total time do you spend talking or emailing with individual parents /
guardians about their child’s performance in your class (e.g., calling home or emailing about missed
assignments)?
5Essentials Factor: No specific Factor associated
None

5-15
minutes

15-45
minutes

About an
hour

26) How much influence do parents / guardians have on school improvement plans?
5Essentials Factor: No specific Factor associated
A great
No
A little
Some
deal of
influence
influence
influence
influence

2-3
hours

4
hours
or
more
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27) To what extent does this school:
5Essentials Factor: Involved Families
Not at all

A little

Somewhat

A great
deal

Once a
year

2-3 times a
year

More
than 3
times a
year

a)

Involve parents in the development
of programs aimed at improving
students’ academic outcomes?
b) Involve parents in commenting on
school curricula?
c) Include parent leaders from all
backgrounds in school
improvement?
d) Develop formal networks to link all
families with each other (for
example: sharing parent directories,
providing a website for parents to
connect with one another, etc.)?
e) Encourage more involved parents to
reach out to less-involved parents?
28) How often does this school:
5Essentials Factor: No specific Factor associated
Never
a)

Conduct workshops or trainings for
parents on student learning?

29) Please indicate the extent to which you disagree or agree with each of the following. A member of the
school leadership team:
5Essentials Factor: Effective Leaders
Strongly
Strongly
Disagree
Agree
disagree
agree
a) Makes clear to the staff the
leadership’s expectations for meeting
instructional goals.
b) Communicates a clear vision for our
school.
c) Presses teacher to implement what
they have learned in professional
development.
d) Knows what’s going on in my
classroom.
e) Participates in instructional planning
with teams of teachers.
f) Provides me with useful feedback to
improve my teaching.
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30) How much influence do teachers have over school policy in each of the areas below?
5Essentials Factor: Effective Leaders
No
A little
Some
A great
influence
influence
influence
extent
a) Planning how discretionary school
funds should be used.
b) Determining which books and other
instructional materials are used in
classrooms.
c) Establishing the curriculum and
instructional program.
d) Determining the content of in-service
programs.
e) Setting standards for student
behavior.
31) To what extent do you disagree or agree with the following:
5Essentials Factor: Effective Leaders
Strongly
Disagree
disagree
a) Once we start a new program in this
school, we follow up to make sure
that it’s working.
b) We have so many different programs
in this school that I can’t keep track
of them all.
c) Many special programs come and go
at this school.
d) Curriculum, instruction, and learning
materials are well coordinated across
the different grade levels at this
school.
e) There is consistency in curriculum,
instruction, and learning materials
among teachers in the same grade
level at this school.

Agree

Strongly
agree
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32) Overall, my professional development experiences this year have:
5Essentials Factor: Collaborative Teachers
Strongly
Disagree
Agree
disagree
a) Been sustained and coherently
focused, rather than short-term and
unrelated.
b) Included enough time to think
carefully about, try, and evaluate
new ideas.
c) Been closely connected to my
school’s improvement plan.
d) Included opportunities to work
productively with colleagues in my
school.
e) Included opportunities to work
productively with teachers from
other schools.

Strongly
agree

33) Please mark the extent to which you disagree or agree with each of the following (Grades 9-12):
5Essentials Factor: No specific Factor associated
Strongly
Strongly
Disagree
Agree
disagree
agree
a) Teacher expect most students in this
school to go to college.
b) Teachers at this school help students
plan for college outside of class time.
c) The curriculum at this school is
focused on helping students get
ready for college.
d) Most of the students in this school
are planning to go to college.
e) Teachers in this school feel that it is
a part of their job to prepare students
to succeed in college.
34) To what extent do the following characteristics describe discussions that occur in your [TARGET] or
[Self-contained] class (All Teachers; Target= Primary Subject and Specified Period):
5Essentials Factor: Ambitious Instruction
Almost
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
always
a) Students build on each other’s ideas
during discussion.
b) Students use data and text references
to support their ideas.
c) Students show each other respect.
d) Students provide constructive
feedback to their peers and to me.
e) Most students participate in the
discussion at some point.

(UChicago Impact, 2016.)

